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ABSTRACT
The abortion issue is one of the most polarizing topics within the public and media
sphere. How the media chooses to frame the abortion debate may influence public
opinion and individual reactions. Specifically, articles that use incongruent abortion
frames (pro-life/pro-abortion & anti-abortion/pro-choice) may be contributing to an
ingroup versus outgroup mentality by highlighting who is the ingroup and who is the
outgroup, thus generating moral disgust and polarization (characterized by anger, bias,
and activism) amongst those with opposing views. This study sought to answer whether
presenting individuals with an incongruent abortion frame increases anger, bias, and
activism (polarization), as well as moral disgust amongst those with strongly held social
issue identities of pro-life and pro-choice. The results of this study show that one’s social
issue identity outweighed the effects framing may have had on polarization and moral
disgust. However, one’s abortion issue position extremity (their actual position on
abortion) did interact with the incongruent frames used for this study, resulting in less
anger towards the pro-life movement and less bias (like/love) towards the pro-choice
movement based on a more liberal issue position (abortion should be allowed for any
reason throughout pregnancy). The findings of this study are discussed in relation to
Social Identity Theory, Framing Theory, and polarization. Larger implications are also
discussed.
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CHAPTER I - INTRODUCTION
The abortion debate continues to be one of the most contentious issues within the
public sphere. On October 27th, 2020 Amy Coney Barrett (ACB) became the newest
supreme court justice to fill the seat left open by the passing of justice Ruth Bader
Ginsburg (RBG). Uproar surrounded the nomination and confirmation of ACB
specifically considering her Catholic and pro-life views. Further, this was in direct
opposition to the pro-choice RBG and reignited the longstanding debate between the two
social movements. Additionally, days after the 2020 presidential election the Catholic
and pro-choice candidate Joe Biden Jr. was declared the president-elect, effectively
replacing the self-proclaimed pro-life president Donald Trump. Moreover, Biden has
been under scrutiny for his pro-choice beliefs as an avid Catholic with the Catholic
church going as far as to consider denying him communion.
The anger and outrage surrounding the abortion debate can be fueled by news
outlets (see Andsager, 2000; Carmines, Gerrity, & Wagner, 2010; Condit, 1990;
McCaffrey & Keys, 2000; Rohlinger, 2006). Opinion and news pieces express the
authors’ and by proxy the news organizations’ stance on the abortion debate.
Interestingly, the rhetorical frames used by the media change depending on the news
source and which direction the news company leans. For instance, The Daily Wire, a
well-known conservative news and opinion outlet, consistently uses the term “proabortion” while simultaneously using the term “pro-life.” Liberal sources such as The
Huffington Post, consistently use the term “anti-abortion” while using the term “prochoice” within the same article. One can’t help but wonder how framing the terms prolife against pro-abortion or pro-choice against anti-abortion within an article influences
1

the readers perception of the abortion debate. The terms “pro-abortion” and “antiabortion” seem medical and cold compared to the arguably warmer terms “pro-life” and
“pro-choice.” Using the cold term (anti-abortion/pro-abortion) in conjunction to the warm
term (pro-life/pro-choice) creates an incongruent or conflicting frame between the two
opposing sides and further removes the possibility for productive dialogue.
The purpose of this study is to determine if the incongruent frames used by news
outlets influence polarization within the abortion debate. Additionally, this study will
explore the possibility that polarization regarding abortion may also increase disgust.
Studies have found that coverage of the abortion issue is increasing in polarization but
have not identified why (Baldassarri & Gelman, 2008; Mason, 2013, 2015). Studies have
also found that conservatives find abortion especially disgusting, yet they have not
looked to see whether this disgust may be because of polarization (Crawford et al., 2014;
Inbar et al., 2009; Kumar, 2018).
The History of Abortion Rhetoric
The history of abortion in America was a silent history until the 1960's (Condit,
1990). Prior to the 60’s, abortion was outlawed within the United States beginning in the
late 19th century. Because of the illegal nature of the issue, the public considered abortion
a taboo subject causing women to keep silent about their experiences. Beginning in the
1960's, newspapers and magazines began publishing exposes of "back alley" abortions (a
euphemism for all illegal abortions). These stories or narratives were powerful in opening
a public dialogue about the realities some women face when seeking an abortion. Often,
the women featured were married and mothers who were portrayed as "good" and
"victims" rather than "bad" and "assailants." The public felt they needed to rescue these
2

good women who were mothers. Thus, the abortion debate came starkly into view
(Condit, 1990).
In response to the narratives featured, a counter argument began taking form.
Specifically, those we would now call "pro-life" developed heritage narratives. Heritage
narratives, according to Condit (1990) are stories designed to tell the public what the past
was and what the future should be. In this case, Catholics developed a specific narrative
condemning abortion based on the sanctity of life. However, much of the public did not
find the reasoning of the Catholic church sufficient to end the debate over whether
abortion should be legalized. The pro-life argument adapted and began encompassing
scientific terminology such as fetus (which was interwoven with the term “life”). This
allowed the pro-life movement to move away from a simple heritage narrative and begin
formulating arguments with “science” as the authority.
The abortion debate festered within the American psyche, and in 1973 the
landmark decision regarding Roe v. Wade was finalized. The court ruled that women
should have unrestricted access to abortions within the first trimester and access to
abortions within the second and third trimester if the health of the mother is at risk
(Condit, 1990). The entire ruling was done based on the “right to privacy” within the
constitution which inflamed pro-life advocates because by their definition, abortion is
murder, and therefore does not constitute a private act. Despite several cases seeking to
overturn and amend Roe v. Wade, the court ruling has been upheld. However, many states
have sought to implement “Heartbeat Bills” which illegalizes abortion once a heartbeat is
detected.

3

Currently, the pro-life and pro-choice movements use much of the same rhetoric
originally crafted decades ago. The pro-life movement believes in protecting the life of
the unborn and use terms such as the “sanctity of human life” and “life begins at
conception” while the pro-choice movement believes in a woman’s freedom and uses
“my body, my choice” and “abortion is a civil right.” The slogans seem harmless but
have worked to anger individuals to the point of political violence. For instance, since
Roe v. Wade abortion clinics have been bombed and doctors have been shot.
The rhetoric surrounding the abortion debate has served to create two opposing
frames on how to view the issue of abortion. These two frames have polarized the
American public resulting in a continued debate and hatred. According to Condit (1990),
“To determine whether frames are grounded in wide or narrow interests, one need only
look at a simple rhetorical tactic — the particular "differentiations" made by the rhetor.
The most important of such separation devices is the polarization of persons and parties
in to two opposed streams — the good and the evil. The rhetor will indicate that the
"good" and "wise" have all sided together in history to support her or his heritage-tale;
the evil or foolish have been opposed" (Condit, 1990, p. 47).
Framing Theory
How news outlets choose to frame the abortion debate through images, texts, and
commentary reveals multiple agendas regarding abortion policies. According to Entman
(1993) “to frame is to select some aspect of a perceived reality and make them more
salient in a communicating text, in such a way as to promote a particular problem
definition, causal interpretation, moral evaluation, and/or treatment recommendation for
the item described” (p. 52). Entman (1993) goes on to say that “communicators make
4

conscious or unconscious framing judgements in deciding what to say, guided by frames
(often called schemata) that organize their belief systems” (p. 52). One of the main
functions of framing is to make moral judgements—in other words, the communicator
reveals what they think is morally correct. Almost all information within society is
through the media, allowing the mass media to make moral judgements prior to the
public making their own decisions.
According to the authors Chong and Druckman (2007), “framing refers to the
process by which people develop a particular conceptualization of an issue or reorient
their thinking about an issue” (p. 104). By this definition, framing has moved from media
content alone to the effect this content has on the public. Within the annual review done
by Chong and Druckman (2007), the authors found that framing mediates public opinion
but can be moderated by previously held beliefs. The authors also found that people who
are exposed to competing frames tend to reject a new frame and accept the frame that is
congruent with their previously held schema (Chong & Druckman, 2007). In other words,
once a frame or schema has been established, exposing individuals to competing frames
possibly serves to reinforce the initial frame.
Framing is a component of media effects which is a larger group of theories
related to how the media influences the public. The author Scheufele (1999) establishes
that there is a difference between media frames and individual frames, as well as a
difference between framing as an independent variable and dependent variable. In other
words, frames can be held by the media or the individual and can be a predictor of an
outcome or an outcome of a predictor. Scheufele (1999) also establishes a model between

5

these four variables with the components of frame building, frame setting, individuallevel effects of framing, and a link between individual frames and media frames.
Framing within the media becomes especially problematic when media outlets
choose to lean ideologically liberal or conservative, which is known as bias (Entman,
2007). The main components of bias are framing, priming, and agenda-setting which are
all components of media effects. Further, bias can take three forms: distortion bias,
content bias, and decision-making bias (Entman, 2007). Distortion bias is in line with
“fake news” where the news might falsify or distort reality. For instance, the news may
show a crowded area and say an event is overwhelmed by the number of people, but in
reality, this is not true. Content and decision-making bias align with what we see most
often within the media. Media content that favors one perspective is not unheard of and
decision-making bias is when the motivations of a journalist are apparent. As a media
outlet leans in one direction it gives political power to those with whom the media outlet
agrees (Entman, 2007).
For instance, the author Andsager (2000) found that interest groups can influence
public opinion by feeding the news specific frames. However, the prevalence of the
frames used by news outlets was dependent on the media itself. The frames surrounding
the abortion debate compete with one another to succeed at being the most prevalent
frame. Andsager (2000) conducted a rhetorical analysis during the 1995-1996 late-term
abortion debate and found that the news used the pro-life frames more frequently. In this
case, we can assume that the content bias influenced the overall public opinion regarding
the abortion debate.

6

According to the authors McCaffrey and Keys (2000) frames can be competitive
through polarization and vilification. Polarization is an “us-versus-them” mentality and is
used to fight the outgroup while vilification is a rhetorical strategy to frame “the
adversary as corrupt, hypocritical, or a reprobate, enable[ing] a [social movement
organization] to present itself as a moral agent fighting against evil (McCaffrey & Keys,
2000, p. 44). Social movement organizations, such as the groups pro-life and pro-choice,
use polarization and vilification in their struggle for who is ideologically supreme.
The authors McCaffrey and Keys (2000) also identified frame alignment, frame
debunking, and frame saving as rhetorical strategies these two social movements use to
struggle against one another. Frame alignment involves the “organizational ideology
[aligning] with that of the sympathetic bystander public in an effort to prime these groups
for future mobilization” (p. 43). Frame debunking is when a side of the argument believes
they can advance their ideology by debunking the opposing side’s frame while frame
saving is when an attack has been launched against a frame and the side upholding that
frame attempts to save it (McCaffrey & Keys, 2000).
Social Identity Theory
Social Identity Theory, as described by the author Brown (2000), “is essentially a
theory of group differentiation: how group members can make their ingroup(s) distinctive
from and, wherever possible, better than outgroups” (p. 757). In other words, people look
to identify with social groups and once identification has taken place, individuals engage
in ingroup bias and competition against the outgroup. Tajfel and Turner (1979), originally
described this phenomenon as intergroup conflict which occurred based on one’s
identification with a group and the amount that an individual would not react based on
7

their personal choices but instead based on their group’s choices. Social Identity Theory
also theorizes that unequal resource distribution can increase antagonism between
competing groups (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Further, Tajfel and Turner (1986) posited that
group identity would need to remain positive and if group membership did not remain
positive, individuals would either seek to leave their social group or make their own
group “positively distinct” (p. 284). Other research has found that strong group
identification could result in bias, aggression, and activism (Brown, 2000; Hinkle et al.,
1996; Struch & Schwartz, 1989).
In a study done by Struch and Schwartz (1989), the authors looked at intergroup
conflict and ingroup bias among Israeli adults and ultraorthodox Jews. The authors found
that group identification predicted bias and aggression between these two group (Struch
& Schwartz, 1989). Another study found that anger and feelings of being disadvantaged
predicted political actions (i.e. activism) when individuals strongly identify with their ingroup; in this case pro-life and pro-choice (Hinkle, Fox-Cardamone, Haseleu, Brown, &
Irwin, 1996). Further, the authors Hinkle et al. (1996) found that those who strongly
identify with the social identity of pro-choice have higher perceived intergroup conflict
and feelings of being disadvantaged in relation to the social identity group of pro-life.
Other studies have found that identification can take place in regards to organizations
(Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Mael & Tetrick, 1992; Riketta, 2005) and political party
(Greene, 1999). Meaning, wherever identification takes place, and an opposing outgroup
is identified, then conflict, aggression, bias, and activism can occur.
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Polarization
According to the authors Baldassarri and Gelman (2008) political polarization is
based on aligning issues with partisan identities and ideologies. In most cases
polarization has not increased but in some cases “citizens’ opinions on some issues—
especially, but not exclusively, moral issues—have become substantially more correlated
with party identity and political ideology over time” (p. 412). The fear associated with
aligning issues, identity, and ideology revolves around the creation of distinct teams or
“factions” further creating an “us-versus-them” mentality.
One example of an increasingly polarizing topic is climate change. The authors
Hart and Nisbet (2012) found that climate change beliefs have been increasingly
associated with partisan orientations. The authors also proposed that “within this
polarized environment, structural messages about climate change may also serve to
amplify partisan differences on the issue of [climate change] depending on what elements
of climate change are highlighted in the story” (Hart & Nisbet, 2012, p. 702). The authors
are hinting at how climate change is framed which therefore influences polarization
regarding the issue. The authors also identified motivated reasoning, which is the concept
that information is processed to reinforce predispositions, which is a component of
framing mentioned by Chong and Druckman (2007).
Similarly, one study (Bail et al., 2018) found that exposure to opposing political
views on social media increased conservatism among Republicans significantly.
Democrats who were exposed to opposing political viewpoints on social media only
slightly expressed more liberalism. Overall, the authors concluded that “people who are
exposed to messages that conflict with their own attitudes are prone to counterargue them
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using motivated reasoning, which accentuates perceived differences between groups and
increases their commitment to preexisting beliefs” (Bail et al., 2018, p. 9217)
Another perspective on polarization is proposed by the authors Iyengar, Sood, and
Lelkes (2012), who state that “in our view, [a] more diagnostic, indicator of mass
polarization is the extent to which partisans view each other as a disliked out-group” (p.
406). The authors used data from the American National Election Studies (ANES) and
assessed warmth (like) or coldness (dislike) towards individuals within their in-group and
out-group. The authors found that identifying with a party triggered negative outgroup
opinions. They also found that messages attacking one’s out-group reinforced one’s bias
towards their in-group, as well as exposure to negative advertising campaigns and general
political campaigns increased polarization (Iyengar et al., 2012).
Mason (2013; 2015) further expanded on polarization and broke the concept into
issue and behavioral polarization. Issue polarization is related to issue position extremity
(welfare, abortion, healthcare, etc.) while behavioral polarization is characterized by
partisan strength, partisan bias, activism, and anger. According to Mason (2013) issue
polarization has not increased but behavioral polarization has. She also holds with
Iyengar et. al.’s (2012) interpretation of polarization which is that polarization is more to
do with in-group favoritism and out-group dislike (Mason, 2013, 2015). For the purposes
of this study, polarization is defined as anger, bias, and activism.
Iyengar and Westwood (2015) further expanded on polarization and found that
there is not an established social norm for how to temper political disapproval. The
authors also found that people who identify with a party “frequently choose to
discriminate against opposing partisans,” and that discrimination is based more on out10

group hostility than in-group favoritism (p. 691). Interestingly, party cue (which party a
person belongs to) was the best predictor of someone choosing a “more qualified”
hypothetical job applicant in a study done by Iyengar and Westwood (2015). The authors
concluded that polarization is both a political and social divide.
Disgust
The emotion and behavior of disgust most likely began as an adaptive avoidance
of food that could be toxic (Haidt et al., 1997). However, research has found that within
the United States people often cite sexual violations and contact with death as especially
disgusting (Haidt et al., 1997). The authors Haidt et al, (1997) propose that this may be
because of moral reasons (e.g. my body is a temple) rather than contaminate avoidance.
A large body of work has found that there are individual differences between
people who easily feel disgust, which is known as disgust sensitivity. One study found
that women, those high in neuroticism, and those low in openness to experiences tend to
be more easily disgusted (Druschel & Sherman, 1999). Other studies have shown that
conservatives also tend to be more easily disgusted especially in relation to purity related
or moral disgust, particularly related to moral issues such as abortion and gay marriage
(Crawford, Inbar, & Maloney, 2014; Feinberg, Antonenko, Willer, Horberg, & John,
2014; Inbar, Pizarro, & Bloom, 2009; Inbar, Pizarro, Iyer, & Haidt, 2012; Terrizzi,
Shook, & Ventis, 2010).
Repeatedly, disgust sensitivity has been correlated with conservatism but one
study has found that disgust elicitors used to assess disgust may be biasing the data (EladStrenger et al., 2020). For instance, using politically charged topics such as
homosexuality could cause conservatives to react strongly towards that prompt. The
11

authors used elicitor specific and elicitor unspecified scales to assess whether liberals and
conservatives actually differ in disgust sensitivity and found overall that there is no
difference between the two ideologies (Elad-Strenger et al., 2020).
However, the authors controlled for anger because anger and disgust have been
correlated in multiple studies (Chapman et al., 2009; Russell & Giner-Sorolla, 2013;
Simpson et al., 2006; Tybur et al., 2009). The emotions of anger and disgust could
correlate because violations of social norms demand condemnation by society. However,
one possible argument is that if a specific elicitor, such as homosexuality or abortion,
signals conservative group identity, anger may be seen because of polarization—that is,
ingroups and outgroups are being made more salient. Further, if other studies have used
elicitors that are biased against conservatives and conservatives consistently show more
disgust one could hypothesize that disgust is an outcome of polarization.
Moralization
Interestingly, previous research has shown that morally convicted attitudes stem
from emotion and result with emotion such as anger (Brandt et al., 2015). Additionally,
moral attitudes on specific issues are partially mediated by both positive and negative
emotions and the strength of these emotions have been found to result in activism (Skitka
& Wisneski, 2011). Further, research has shown that emotional frames can serve to
moralize and polarize political attitudes (Clifford, 2019). Clifford (2019) found that as
frames became more emotional and/or persuasive the desire for social distance from
someone who disagrees with them went up. Further, Clifford found that the emotional
frames used within his studies increased moralization on issues such as natural food,
factory farming and animal welfare, as well as genetically modified organisms.
12

In the case of the abortion argument, abortion is already a highly moralized and
polarized issue. Meaning, the emotions preceding and following frames about abortion
should include anger, the want for increased social distance (bias), and disgust based on
previous research (Brandt et al., 2015; Clifford, 2019; Skitka & Wisneski, 2011).
Additionally, as the strength of emotion goes up, behavioral intentions (activism) should
also increase. In summary, for the purposes of this study we can assume that abortion is a
highly moralized and polarized issue that may also result in moral disgust.
Current Study
Past research has found that media framing influences how individuals perceive
topic importance and what information about said topic is important (Chong &
Druckman, 2007; Entman, 1993, 2007; Scheufele, 1999). Further, research has found that
social polarization is increasing while issue position polarization has remained relatively
stable (Iyengar et al., 2012; Iyengar & Westwood, 2015; Mason, 2013, 2015). One of the
few exceptions where issue polarization has increased is the abortion issue (Baldassarri &
Gelman, 2008; Mason, 2013, 2015). However, few studies looking at abortion issue
polarization have taken the social identity approach to understanding polarization of the
abortion debate. One of the only studies assessing pro-life and pro-choice identity did
find that identification strength influenced activism (a component of social polarization)
(Hinkle et al., 1996).
The current study seeks to not only identify polarization of the abortion issue but
also illuminate how competing media frames within the same article prime readers with
an in-group versus out-group mentality, therefore reinforcing previously held frames and
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further polarizing those with the social identity of pro-life or pro-choice. This study also
seeks to see if moral disgust is an outcome of polarization.
Research Questions: Polarization
RQ 1: Anger
a. Does social issue identity interact with frame and social issue identity anger?
i.

Does pro-life identity interact with frame and pro-life anger?

ii.

Does pro-life identity interact with frame and pro-choice anger?

iii.

Does pro-choice identity interact with frame and pro-life anger?

iv.

Does pro-choice identity interact with frame and pro-choice anger?

b. Does issue position extremity interact with frame and social issue identity anger?
i.

Does issue position extremity interact with frame and pro-life anger?

ii.

Does issue position extremity interact with frame and pro-choice anger?

RQ 2: Bias
a. Does social issue identity interact with frame and social issue identity bias?
i.

Does pro-life identity interact with frame and pro-life bias?

ii.

Does pro-life identity interact with frame and pro-choice bias?

iii.

Does pro-choice identity interact with frame and pro-life bias?

iv.

Does pro-choice identity interact with frame and pro-choice bias?

b. Does issue position extremity interact with frame and social issue identity bias?
i.

Does issue position extremity interact with frame and pro-life bias?

ii.

Does issue position extremity interact with frame and pro-choice bias?

RQ 3: Intended Activism
a. Does social issue identity interact with frame and intended activism?
14

i.

Does pro-life identity interact with frame and intended activism?

ii.

Does pro-choice identity interact with frame and intended activism?

b. Does issue position extremity interact with frame and intended activism?
Research Questions: Disgust
RQ 4: Moral Disgust
a. Does social issue identity interact with frame and moral disgust?
i.

Does pro-life identity interact with frame and moral disgust?

ii.

Does pro-choice identity interact with frame and moral disgust?

b. Does issue position extremity interact with frame and moral disgust?

15

CHAPTER II – METHOD
Participants
With the approval of the Institutional Review Board (IRB) of The University of
Southern Mississippi, 292 participants were recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk
(MTurk). MTurk is an online participant pooling system offering a diverse population to
sample from (Paolacci et al., 2010). Participants were financially compensated for their
time through MTurk; each participant was paid $1.25 for their time. The survey was
distributed on Thursday, September 16th, 2021 and data collection was completed on
Sunday, September 18th, 2021.Participants were above the age of 18 and ranged from the
ages of 19 to 78 years old (M = 35.31 SD = 9.47). Prior to participation, participants gave
informed consent before proceeding to the study.
Of the 292 participants, 216 were male (74%) and 76 were female (26%). Most of
the participants identified as white/Caucasian (74.7%), 9.2% identified as Asian, 8.6%
identified as African American/Black, 5.5% identified as Hispanic/Latinx, 1% identified
as American Indian/Alaskan Native, .3% identified as Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander,
and .7% identified as other. All the particpants resided within the United States. Most of
the participants sampled held a bachelor’s degree (52.4%), 8.2% of the participants had
no college education, 11% had some college education, 28.1% held a masters, and .3%
held a doctoral degree. According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2019), the national average
for those who hold a bachelor’s degree or higher is 33.1%, while 80.8% of our sample
held a bachelor’s degree or higher. This is well-above the national average.
Of the 292 participants 53.8% identified as Catholic, 15.4% identified as
Atheist/Agnostic, 14% identified as Christian Evangelical, 5.5% identified as no religion,
16

3.4% identified with Buddhism, 3.1% identified as Christian Orthodox, 1.7% identified
with Islam, 1.7% identified as other, .7% identified as Jewish, and .7% identified with
Sikhism. The majority of the participants said they were from the Southeast (27.1%),
19.9% said they were from the West, 17.1% said they were from the Southwest, 15.4%
said they were from the Northeast, 12.7% said they were from the Midwest, 3.1% said
they were from the Midwest/Southeast, 2.7% said other, 1% said they were from the
Midwest/Northeast, .3% said they were from the Southwest/Southeast, .3% said they
were from the Northeast/Southeast, and .3% said they were from the
Midwest/Northeast/Southeast. The average amount of time spent taking this survey was
approximately 20 minutes.
Materials
A questionnaire was used to gain background information such as race/ethnicity,
age, gender, college education, religious affiliation, and region of residence, as well as
the following measures:
Identification with a Psychological Group (IDPG; Mael & Tetrick, 2016).
The IDGP is a 10-item measure using a seven-point Likert scale that prompts participants
with statements such as, “when someone criticizes this group, it feels like a personal
insult”. The current study modifies the scale to use a five-point likert scale which
indicates how much they agree with each statement.
Issue Position Extremity (Mason, 2013; 2015). The Issue Position Extremity
measure is based on scales used by ANES. This measure traditionally includes “when
should abortion be allowed by law (4‐point scale), prioritize government services versus
spending (7‐point scale), government's role in health insurance (7‐point scale), aid to
17

minorities/blacks (7‐point scale), defense spending (7‐point scale); and should
government guarantee jobs (7‐point scale)” (Mason, 2015). For the purposes of this study
the measure is modified to only include the scale assessing abortion issue extremity. The
modified scale uses a four-point Likert scale ranging from “1 = Abortion should never be
allowed, 2 = Abortion should only be allowed in the case of medical risks and/or
rape/incest, 3 = Abortion should be allowed within the first three months of gestation, 4 =
Abortion should be allowed at any time during gestation.” Participants were prompted
with “Select the option that most closely aligns with your opinions on abortion.”
Feelings Thermometer (Alwin, 1992, 1997). The feelings thermometer measure is
used to assess how cold or hot an individual feels towards a specific group. Mason (2013;
2015) used the feelings thermometer to measure partisan bias. The current study modifies
this measure by using a self-report Likert scale to measure bias.
Social Issue Identity Bias. The current study uses a modified measure using a
Likert scale ranging from 1 to 5 with the prompt “On a scale of 1 (strong dislike/hate) to
5 (strong like/love) how do you feel towards those who identify as pro-life,” and “On a
scale of 1 (strong dislike/hate) to 5 (strong like/love) how do you feel towards those who
identify as pro-choice.”
Self-Reported Anger Towards Outgroup (Mason, 2013). Anger is assessed by
asking participants if they have felt anger towards their outgroup’s (opposing party’s)
presidential candidate. This measure is only available during election years. Thus, since
this study is taking place following an election year (2020) the measure was modified to
assess anger towards social issue identity outgroup. To assess anger towards opposing
social issue groups of pro-life or pro-choice participants were prompted with “Over the
18

last year, have you felt anger towards the social issue group of pro-life?” And “Over the
last year, have you felt anger towards the social issue group of pro-choice?” Participants
were then asked to respond to a five-point scale ranging from 1 = No Anger to 5 = A lot
of Anger.
Intended Activism (Mason, 2013). Activism is a five-point scale counting the
number of activism activities participants self-reported. The current study modifies the
scale by asking which activities participants would like to participate in in the future.
These activities are “try to influence the vote of others, attend political meetings/rallies,
work for a party or candidate, display candidate button/sticker, donate money to a party
or candidate.” The current study adds “post on social media to show your support of the
pro-life/pro-choice movement?” Participants were prompted with “Please mark which
activities you would like to participate in.”
Three Domains of Disgust Scale (Olatunji et al., 2012). The three domains of
disgust include pathogen, sexual, and moral disgust. Each type of disgust is assessed
using 7 questions and a 7-point Likert scale. For the purposed of this study, a subscale
using only the moral disgust questions are utilized and the Likert scale ranges from one to
five.
Abortion Rhetoric Frames (Incongruent & Congruent). The current study uses a
real article from The Huffington Post to create incongruent and congruent abortion
rhetoric frames. An incongruent abortion rhetoric frame is when an article uses the term
pro-life or pro-choice while using a term such as anti-abortion or pro-abortion within the
same article. A congruent frame is when an article uses pro-life and pro-choice or uses
anti-abortion and pro-abortion within the article. The article chosen from The Huffington
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Post uses the incongruent frame of anti-abortion versus pro-choice and is about the
existence of an anti-abortion/pro-life club on a Catholic campus called the Belles for Life
(Jeltsen, 2020). The article is adapted for each condition by replacing the frames and
changing the club’s name from Belles for Life to Belles for Choice in each incongruent
condition. The first and second condition are the incongruent frames of AntiAbortion/Pro-Choice and Pro-Life/Pro-Abortion. The third and fourth condition are
congruent frames of Pro-Life/Pro-Choice and Anti-Abortion/Pro-Abortion. Condition
five is a control condition and uses an article from The Huffington Post to maintain
consistency but will be neutral in nature. This article is titled “What Does it Mean When
You Dream About Work?” and is about the increase in anxiety related dreams during the
pandemic (Torres, 2020).
Pretest
A pretest was designed to test the method of the study. Participants were students
at the University of Southern Mississippi and were recruited through classroom
announcements. Professors offered extra credit for those who chose to participate in the
study.
Participants were randomly assigned to one of five conditions. Condition one was
a real article with an anti-abortion/pro-choice incongruent abortion rhetoric frame.
Condition two is the same article modified to be a pro-life/pro-abortion incongruent
abortion rhetoric frame. Condition three is the same article but modified to be a prolife/pro-choice congruent abortion rhetoric frame. Condition four is the same article but
modified to be an anti-abortion/pro-abortion congruent abortion rhetoric frame.
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Condition five was the control condition and participants read an article from The
Huffington Post titled “What Does it Mean When You Dream About Work?”
Following the experimental condition all participants were assessed on anger for
both their outgroup president and outgroup abortion issue identity using a simple fivepoint Likert scale ranging from no anger to extreme anger. Following anger, participants
were assessed on bias regarding their ingroup partisan and social issue identity using a
feelings thermometer ranging from 0 (cold) to 10 (hot). Following bias, participants were
assessed on their participation in activism using a five-point scale with one point added
for every activity participants’ self-report they did. Finally, participants were given a 25item measure designed to assess disgust sensitivity.
Based on the results of the pretest, several components of the study were
modified. The anger scales only include social issue identity anger, the bias thermometers
were changed to Likert scales and only include social issue identity bias, the activism
scale was adjusted to assess intended or future activism, and the disgust scale only
includes the moral disgust subscale.
Procedure
This survey was hosted through Qualtrics which is a secure, online survey
platform. Participants signed up for the experiment through MTurk and received a link to
the survey hosted through Qualtrics. Before participating, respondents were given an
overview of the study and asked to consent to participating. Once confirming they are
above the age of 18 and consenting to the study, participants were given a demographics
questionnaire and will be asked to give information about their partisan, ideological,
abortion issue identity, and abortion issue opinions.
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Participants were then randomly assigned to one of five conditions. Condition one
is a real article with an anti-abortion/pro-choice incongruent abortion rhetoric frame.
Condition two is the same article modified to be a pro-life/pro-abortion incongruent
abortion rhetoric frame. Condition three is the same article but modified to be a prolife/pro-choice congruent abortion rhetoric frame. Condition four is the same article but
modified to be an anti-abortion/pro-abortion congruent abortion rhetoric frame.
Condition five is the control condition and participants will read an article from The
Huffington Post titled “What Does it Mean When You Dream About Work?” Each
condition had a 60-second timer that stopped participants from going to the next page to
help ensure participants read through the article presented.
Following the experimental condition all participants were assessed on anger
towards their outgroup abortion issue identity using a simple five-point Likert scale
ranging from no anger to extreme anger. Following anger, participants were assessed on
bias regarding their ingroup social issue identity using a 7-point Likert scale ranging 1
(strong dislike/hate) to 7 (like/love). Following bias, participants were assessed on their
intended activism using a five-point scale with one point added for every activity
participants’ self-report they did. Finally, participants were given a 7-item measure to
assess moral disgust. Upon completion, participants were directed to the end of the
survey and financially compensated through MTurk for their time.
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CHAPTER III - RESULTS
The analysis was completed using IBM’s SPSS software. The univariate tests for
each of the research questions were analyzed along with the completed models for each
research question; one-way ANOVA’s and correlation tests were used to assess the
univariate relationships, then ANCOVA tests using the General Linear Model with an
interaction term was used for each of the multivariate research questions. When “frame”
was analyzed, all four of the conditions were included in the model. Then, “pro-life
signal” and “pro-choice signal” were used to assess the process of framing more
thoroughly. Conditions were coded based on ingroup and outgroup signaling. Conditions
that used “pro-life” signaled ingroup identity for those who identify as pro-life and the
conditions that used “anti-abortion” signaled outgroup identity. The same logic was used
to create a “pro-choice signal” grouping. Conditions that used “pro-choice” signaled
ingroup identity for those who identify as pro-choice and conditions that used “proabortion” signaled outgroup identity. The control group was not used as part of the
assessment of the complete models because the control did not specifically answer any of
the proposed research questions. In other words, the research questions asked how the
framing of abortion influenced our dependent variables not if mentioning abortion versus
not mentioning abortion influenced the dependent variables.
Additionally, ‘social issue identity anger” was broken into pro-life and pro-choice
anger (i.e., how angry participants felt towards the pro-life or pro-choice movement).
Social issue identity bias was also broken into pro-life and pro-choice bias (i.e., how
much participants felt dislike/hate or like/love towards the pro-life and pro-choice
movement). Intended activism and moral disgust did not have any subparts. To test all the
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different variables against frames, pro-life signal, and pro-choice signal, with pro-life
identity, pro-choice identity and abortion issue position extremity serving as our three
different independent variables, a total of 54 ANCOVA’s were analyzed. Furthermore, 18
ANOVA’s were analyzed to assess frame, pro-life signal, and pro-choice signal for each
dependent variable. Finally, a set of nine additional analyses were analyzed to determine
if any gender difference appeared within the data.
Figure 1. Method of Analysis

Note. This figure depicts the proposed method for analyzing pro-life and pro-choice identity and the resulting social issue anger, social
issue bias, intended activism, and moral disgust based on condition, pro-life signal, and pro-choice signal. This model will result in 54
different ANCOVA’s to test these relationships.

RQ 1: Anger
For the purposes of this study, each dependent variable was independently tested
against the frames to ensure the frames did not change the dependent variable regardless
of social identity. To test the relationship between the various conditions and social issue
identity anger two one-way ANOVA’s between the conditions (frame) and each
component of social issue identity anger (see Table 1 and 2) were employed. Social issue
identity anger was analyzed as “pro-life anger” and “pro-choice anger”. When assessing
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pro-life anger by condition, condition one (anti-abortion/pro-choice) had a mean of 3.05
(SD = 1.34), condition two (pro-life/pro-choice) had a mean of 3.28 (SD = 1.48),
condition three (pro-life/pro-abortion) had a mean of 3.35 (SD = 1.33), and finally
condition four (anti-abortion/pro-abortion) had a mean of 3.18 (SD = 1.34). These
differences were not significant F(3, 240) = 0.54, p = .66. When assessing pro-choice
anger by frame, condition one (anti-abortion/pro-choice) had a mean of 2.93 (SD = 1.47),
condition two (pro-life/pro-choice) had a mean of 2.75 (SD = 1.50), condition three (prolife/pro-abortion) had a mean of 3.03 (SD = 1.37), and finally condition four (antiabortion/pro-abortion) had a mean of 2.86 (SD = 1.53). These differences were also not
significant F(3, 240) =0.43, p = .73. Thus, the conditions did not influence social issue
identity anger.
Table 1 Means and Standard Deviations of Pro-Life Anger by Frame

Table 2 Means and Standard Deviations of Pro-Choice Anger by Frame
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Additionally, four separate one-way ANOVA’s were run assessing pro-life and
pro-choice identity signals and their effect on social issue identity anger (see Table 3 and
4). Conditions one and four both signal outgroup pro-life identity by using the term “antiabortion” whereas conditions two and three signal ingroup identity by using the term
“pro-life”. Conditions three and four signal outgroup identity for pro-choice people by
using the term “pro-abortion” and conditions one and two signal ingroup identity by
using the term “pro-choice”. The ingroup and outgroup signals had no significant effect
on social issue identity anger. The pro-life ingroup signal conditions in relation to pro-life
anger had a mean of 3.32 (SD = 1.46), the pro-life outgroup signal conditions (antiabortion) in relation to pro-life anger had a mean of 3.11 (SD = 1.50), the pro-choice
ingroup signal conditions in relation to pro-life anger had a mean of 3.18 (SD = 1.41),
and finally the pro-choice outgroup conditions in relation to pro-life anger had a mean of
3.27 (SD = 1.33). When assessing pro-choice anger by social issue identity the pro-life
ingroup signal conditions had a mean of 2.90 (SD = 1.46), the pro-life outgroup signal
conditions had a mean of 2.89 (SD = 1.50), the pro-choice ingroup signal conditions had
a mean of 2.83 (SD = 1.49), and finally, the pro-choice outgroup conditions had a mean
of 2.95 (SD = 1.44). Therefore, pro-life, and pro-choice signals do not influence social
issue identity anger.
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Table 3 Means and Standard Deviations of Pro-Life Anger by Social Issue Identity Sign

Table 4 Means and Standard Deviations of Pro-Choice Anger by Social Issue Identity
Signal

RQ1a asked if social issue identity interacted with the frame and social issue
identity anger. A model was built including all the variables together. Twelve separate
ANCOVA’s were analyzed assessing the social issue identities of pro-life and pro-choice
against pro-life and pro-choice anger (pro-life and pro-choice anger = social issue identity
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anger). The first four ANCOVA’s used condition as the fixed factor. Four of the twelve
ANCOVA’s used pro-life signal as the fixed factor and the last four of the twelve used
pro-choice signal as the fixed factor. No significant interactions were found between
one’s social issue identity, condition, pro-life signal, pro-choice signal, and the resulting
social issue identity anger.
One’s pro-life identity and resulting pro-life anger was not influenced by
condition, pro-life signal, or pro-choice signal. Those who identified as pro-life, when
exposed to any of the conditions within this study, did not have significantly different
pro-life anger based on condition F(3, 244) = 1.42, p = .24. Further, those who identified
as pro-life, when exposed to conditions that signal one’s pro-life ingroup or outgroup
(pro-life signal), also did not have significantly different pro-life anger F(1, 244) = 1.11,
p = .29. Finally, those who identified as pro-life, when exposed to conditions that signal
pro-choice ingroup and outgroup (pro-choice signal), also did not have significantly
different pro-life anger F(1, 244) =0.51, p = .48. Additionally, one’s pro-choice identity
and resulting pro-life anger was not influenced by condition, pro-life signal, or pro-choice
signal. Those who identified as pro-choice, when exposed to any of the conditions within
this study, did not have significantly different pro-life anger based on condition F(3, 244)
= 1.35, p = .26. Further, those who identified as pro-choice, when exposed to conditions
that signal pro-life ingroup and outgroup identities (pro-life signal), also did not have
significantly different pro-life anger F(1, 244) = 0.40, p = .53. Finally, those who
identified as pro-choice, when exposed to conditions that signal one’s pro-choice ingroup
and outgroup (pro-choice signal), also did not have significantly different pro-life anger
F(1, 244) = 1.82, p = .23.
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One’s pro-life identity and resulting pro-choice anger was not influenced by
condition, pro-life signal, or pro-choice signal. Those who identified as pro-life, when
exposed to any of the conditions within this study, did not have significantly different
pro-choice anger based on condition F(3, 244) = 0.05, p = .99. Further, those who
identified as pro-life, when exposed to conditions that signal one’s pro-life ingroup and
outgroup identity (pro-life signal), also did not have significantly different pro-choice
anger F(1, 244) = 0.08, p = .78. Finally, those who identified as pro-life, when exposed to
conditions that signal pro-choice ingroup and outgroup (pro-choice signal), also did not
have significantly different pro-choice anger F(1, 244) = 0.001, p = .98. Additionally,
one’s pro-choice identity and resulting pro-choice anger was not influenced by condition,
pro-life signal, or pro-choice signal. Those who identified as pro-choice, when exposed to
any of the conditions within this study, did not have significantly different pro-choice
anger based on condition F(3, 244) = 0.24, p = .87. Further, those who identified as prochoice, when exposed to conditions that signal the pro-life ingroup and outgroup identity
(pro-life signal), also did not have significantly different pro-choice anger F(1, 244) =
0.001, p = .97. Finally, those who identified as pro-choice, when presented with
conditions that signal one’s ingroup and outgroup pro-choice identity (pro-choice signal),
also did not have significantly different pro-choice anger F(1, 244) = 0.013, p = .91.
However, there was a significant univariate relationship between social issue
identity (pro-life and pro-choice identity) and pro-life and pro-choice anger. In the
analyses with condition as the fixed factor, pro-life identity had a significant relationship
with pro-life and pro-choice anger F(1, 244) = 49.6, p = .001; F(1, 244) = 205.4, p =
.001. Additionally, pro-choice identity had a significant relationship with pro-life and
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pro-choice anger F(1, 244) = 129.8, p = .001; F(1, 244) = 58.3, p = .001. In the analyses
with pro-life signal as the fixed factor, pro-life identity had a significant relationship with
pro-life and pro-choice anger F(1, 244) = 48.5, p = .001; F(1, 244) = 208.9, p = .001.
Additionally, pro-choice identity had a significant relationship with pro-life and prochoice anger F(1, 244) = 126.6, p = .001; F(1, 244) = 59.7, p = .001. Finally, the
significant univariate relationship between social issue identity and social issue identity
anger continued with pro-choice signal as the fixed factor. Pro-life identity had a
significant relationship with pro-life anger and pro-choice anger F(1, 244) = 50.2, p =
.001; F(1, 244) = 209.5, p = .001. Pro-choice identity had a significant relationship with
pro-life anger and pro-choice anger F(1, 244) = 126.6, p = .001; F(1, 244) = 59.7, p =
.001. Based on this analysis RQ1a resulted in no significant interactions between social
issue identity and social issue anger based on frame but there were significant
relationships between social issue identity and social issue anger.
RQ1b asked if abortion issue position extremity interacted with frame and social
issue identity anger. To test whether issue position extremity interacted with frame and
social issue identity anger two ANCOVA’s testing this relationship were run. Issue
position extremity was assessed using a five-point Likert scale with one being “abortion
should never be allowed” and five being, “abortion should be allowed for any reason
throughout pregnancy”. The first ANCOVA tested the relationship between abortion
issue position extremity, frame, and pro-life anger. A strong significant interaction was
found between abortion issue position extremity and frame, regarding pro-life anger F(3,
244) = 5.8, p < .001 explaining 6.8 percent of the variance.
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A significant difference in pro-life anger occurred between conditions where a
congruent frame was used (pro-choice/pro-life and anti-abortion/pro-abortion) in
comparison to the conditions where an incongruent frame was used (pro-life/pro-abortion
and anti-abortion/pro-choice). With condition four used as the reference category, there
was a significant decrease in pro-life anger from condition four to three (p < .001), as
well as from condition four to one (p = .048). Condition four used the congruent frame of
anti-abortion/pro-abortion and resulted in more anger compared to condition three which
used the incongruent frame of pro-life/pro-abortion. Condition one used the incongruent
frame of anti-abortion/pro-choice and resulted in less pro-life anger compared to
condition four (see Table 5).
Table 5 RQ 1b: Results for Abortion Issue Position Extremity*Social Issue Identity Ange

Finally, a significant relationship was found between issue position extremity and
pro-life anger, as well as conditions and pro-life anger F(1, 244) = 14.7, p < .001; F(3,
244) = 5.5, p < .001 (explaining 5.9 percent of the variance and 6.5 percent of the
variance, respectively).
The second ANCOVA tested the relationship between abortion issue position
extremity, frame, and pro-choice anger. A non-significant interaction was found between
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abortion issue position extremity and frame regarding pro-choice anger F(3, 244) = 1.32,
p = .27 explaining 1.7 percent of the variance. However, there was a significant
relationship between abortion issue position extremity and pro-choice anger F(1,244) =
9.16, p = .003 explaining 3.7 percent of the variance. Thus, RQ1b resulted in a significant
interaction between issue position extremity and frame, with less pro-life anger in the
incongruent frame conditions compared to the congruent frame conditions.
RQ 2: Bias
To ensure frame did not independently influence social issue identity we ran two
one-way ANOVA’s between the conditions (frame) and each component of social issue
identity bias (see Tables 6 and 7). Social issue identity bias was analyzed as “pro-life
bias” and “pro-choice bias”. There was no significant difference across conditions in
relation to social issue identity bias. When assessing pro-life bias by frame, condition one
(anti-abortion/pro-choice) had a mean of 3.55 (SD = 1.34), condition two (pro-life/prochoice) had a mean of 3.46 (SD = 1.26), condition three (pro-life/pro-abortion) had a
mean of 3.57 (SD = 1.30), and finally condition four (anti-abortion/pro-abortion) had a
mean of 3.41 (SD = 1.44). When assessing pro-choice bias by frame, condition one (antiabortion/pro-choice) had a mean of 4.02 (SD = 1.08), condition two (pro-life/pro-choice)
had a mean of 3.82 (SD = 1.18), condition three (pro-life/pro-abortion) had a mean of
3.81 (SD =0.95), and finally condition four (anti-abortion/pro-abortion) had a mean of
3.80 (SD = 1.26). Thus, the conditions do not influence social issue identity bias.
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Table 6 Means and Standard Deviations of Pro-Life Bias by Frame

Table 7 Means and Standard Deviations of Pro-Choice Bias by Frame

Additionally, four separate one-way ANOVA’s were run assessing pro-life and
pro-choice identity signals and their effects on social issue identity bias (see Tables 8 and
9). The ingroup and outgroup signals had no significant effect on social issue identity
bias. The pro-life ingroup signal conditions in relation to pro-life bias had a mean 3.52
(SD = 1.28), the pro-life outgroup signal conditions (anti-abortion) in relation to pro-life
bias had a mean of 3.48 (SD = 1.38), the pro-choice ingroup signal conditions in relation
to pro-life bias had a mean of 3.50 (SD = 1.29), and finally the pro-choice outgroup
conditions in relation to pro-life bias had a mean of 3.50 (SD = 1.36). When assessing
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pro-choice bias by social issue identity the pro-life ingroup signal conditions had a mean
of 3.82 (SD = 1.07), the pro-life outgroup signal conditions had a mean of 3.91 (SD =
1.17), the pro-choice ingroup signal conditions had a mean of 3.91 (SD = 1.14), and
finally the pro-choice outgroup conditions had a mean of 3.81 (SD = 1.10). Thus, no
significant relationships between frame and social issue identity bias were found.
Table 8 Means and Standard Deviations of Pro-Life Bias by Social Issue Identity Signal
Identity Signal

Condition

M

SD

N

Ingroup Pro-Life

2
3

3.52

1.28

130

Outgroup Pro-Life
(Anti-Abortion)
Ingroup Pro-Choice

1
4
1
2

3.48

1.38

114

3.50

1.29

125

Outgroup ProChoice (ProAbortion)

3
4

3.50

1.36

119
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Table 9 Means and Standard Deviations of Pro-Choice Bias by Social Issue Identity
Signal
Identity Signal

Condition

M

SD

N

Ingroup Pro-Life

2
3

3.82

1.07

130

Outgroup Pro-Life
(Anti-Abortion)
Ingroup Pro-Choice

1
4
1
2

3.91

1.17

114

3.91

1.14

125

Outgroup ProChoice (ProAbortion)

3
4

3.81

1.10

119

RQ2a asked if social issue identity interacted with frame and social issue identity
bias. A model was built including all the variables together. Twelve separate ANCOVA’s
were analyzed using the independent variables of pro-life and pro-choice identity with the
dependent variables of pro-life bias and pro-choice bias. The first four ANCOVA’s used
conditions (frames) as the fixed factor. Four of the twelve ANCOVA’s used pro-life
signal as the fixed factor and the last four of the twelve used pro-choice signal as the
fixed factor. No significant interactions were found between the independent and
dependent variables based on conditions or social issue identity signals except for in the
case of social issue identity interacting with pro-choice signaling and pro-life bias.
One’s pro-life identity and resulting pro-life bias was not influenced by condition,
pro-life signal, or pro-choice signal. Those who identified as pro-life when exposed to
any of the conditions within this study, did not have significantly different pro-life bias
based on condition F(3, 244) = 1.84, p = .14. Further, those who identified as pro-life,
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when exposed to conditions that signal one’s pro-life ingroup or outgroup (pro-life
signal), also did not have significantly different pro-life bias F(1, 244) = 1.32, p = .25.
However, a significant relationship occurred for those who identified as pro-life when
exposed to conditions that signal the pro-choice ingroup (pro-choice signal) pro-life bias
decreased comparatively to those who were exposed to the pro-choice outgroup F(1, 244)
= 4.12, p = .044 (see Table 10).
Table 10 RQ 2a: Pro-Life Identity*Social Issue Identity Bias
Pro-Life Social Issue Identity
Bias Pro-Life
Bias Pro-Choice
Pro-Choice
Sig.

Sig.

ⴄ2

ꓐ

Sig.

ⴄ2

ꓐ

Ingroup

.044*

1.7%

-.201

.512

.2%

.080

Outgroup

0α

.

.

0α

.

.

One’s pro-choice identity did not have a significant relationship based on
condition and resulting pro-life bias F(3, 244) = 1.50, p = .21. Further, one’s pro-choice
identity also did not have a significant relationship based on pro-life signal and the
resulting pro-life bias F(1, 244) = 0.107, p = .74. However, a significant relationship
occurred for those who identified as pro-choice when exposed to conditions that signal
the pro-choice ingroup (pro-choice signal) pro-life bias decreased comparatively to those
who were exposed to the pro-choice outgroup, F(1, 244) = 4.14, p = .043 (see Table 11).
Table 11 RQ 2a: Pro-Choice Identity*Social Issue Identity Bias
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Pro-Choice Social Issue Identity
Bias Pro-Life
Bias Pro-Choice
Pro-Choice
Sig.
Sig.

ⴄ2

ꓐ

Sig.

ⴄ2

ꓐ

Ingroup

.043*

1.7%

-.292

.634

.1%

-.056

Outgroup

0α

.

.

0α

.

.

No other significant relationships were found between the remaining ANCOVAs.
Those who identified as pro-life did not have significantly different pro-choice bias based
on condition F(3, 244) = 0.213, p = .89. Further, those who identified as pro-life did not
have significantly different pro-choice bias based on exposure to conditions signaling the
pro-life ingroup or outgroup (pro-life signal) F(1, 244) = 0.053, p = .82. Finally, those
who identified as pro-life did not have significantly different pro-choice bias based on
exposure to conditions signaling the pro-choice ingroup or outgroup (pro-choice signal)
F(1, 244) = 0.430, p = .51. Additionally, those who identified as pro-choice did not have
significantly different pro-choice bias based on condition, pro-life signal, or pro-choice
signal (3, 244) = 0.845, p = .47, F(1, 244) = 0.655, p = .42, F(1, 244) = 0.227, p = .63.
However, there was a significant univariate relationship between social issue
identity (pro-life and pro-choice identity) and pro-life and pro-choice bias. In the analyses
with condition as the fixed factor, pro-life identity had a significant relationship with prolife and pro-choice bias F(1, 244) = 278.9, p < .001; F(1, 244) = 8.14, p = .005.
Additionally, pro-choice identity had a significant relationship with pro-life and prochoice bias F(1, 244) = 53.9, p < .001; F(1, 244) = 71.8, p = .001. In the analyses with
pro-life signal as the fixed factor, pro-life identity had a significant relationship with pro37

life and pro-choice bias F(1, 244) = 277.9, p < .001; F(1, 244) = 8.71, p = .003.
Additionally, pro-choice identity had a significant relationship with pro-life and prochoice bias F(1, 244) = 52.0, p < .001; F(1, 244) = 73.1, p < .001. Finally, the significant
univariate relationship between social issue identity and social issue identity bias
continued with pro-choice signal as the fixed factor. Pro-life identity had a significant
relationship with pro-life bias and pro-choice bias F(1, 244) = 281.2, p < .001; F(1, 244)
= 8.32, p = .004. Pro-choice identity had a significant relationship between pro-life anger
and pro-choice anger F(1, 244) = 54.9, p < .001; F(1, 244) = 72.7, p < .001. Therefore,
RQ2a resulted in no significant interactions based on frame but a significant interaction
did occur based on the “pro-choice” signal and pro-life bias, regardless of social issue
identity. Further, social issue identity predicted social issue bias regardless of condition.
RQ2b asked if issue position extremity interacted with frame and social issue
identity bias. To test whether issue position extremity interacted with frame and social
issue identity bias we ran two ANCOVAs testing this relationship. Social issue identity
bias was broken into pro-life and pro-choice bias. The first ANCOVA tested the
relationship between abortion issue position extremity, frame, and pro-life bias. No
significant interaction was found between abortion issue position extremity and frame,
regarding pro-life bias F(3, 244) = 0.176, p = .91. However, there was a significant
relationship between abortion issue position extremity and pro-life bias F(1, 244) = 23.2,
p < .001 explaining 8.9 percent of the variance meaning as one becomes more pro-choice
in their abortion opinion they liked the pro-life movement less.
The second ANCOVA tested the relationship between abortion issue position
extremity, frame, and pro-choice bias. A significant interaction was found between
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abortion issue position extremity and frame regarding pro-choice bias F(3, 244) = 4.98, p
= .002 explaining 6 percent of the variance. There was also a significant relationship
between abortion issue position extremity and pro-choice bias F(1,244) = 39.2, p < .001
explaining 14.3 percent of the variance. Additionally, a significant relationship was found
between condition and pro-choice bias F(3, 244) = 4.87, p = .003 explaining 5.8 percent
of the variance. In other words, as someone became more extreme in their abortion issue
position in favor of abortion freedom, pro-choice bias (how much someone likes/loves
the pro-choice movement) increased significantly. Further, there was a significant
difference in pro-choice bias based on condition. Condition one (p = .002) and conditions
three (p = .002) were both significantly different than condition four which served as the
reference category (see Table 12). In both conditions, pro-choice bias decreased when
exposed to incongruent frames.
Table 12 RQ 2b: Abortion Issue Position Extremity*Social Issue Identity Bias

Condition

Sig.

Abortion Issue Position Extremity
Bias Pro-Life
Bias Pro-Choice
2
ⴄ
ⴄ2
ꓐ
ꓐ
Sig.

1

.548

.02%

-.122

.002*

3.9%

-.498

2

.629

.01%

-.087

.230

.06%

-.173

3

.510

.02%

-.122

.002*

4.1%

-.466

4

0α

.

.

0α

.

.

No significant interaction was found between abortion issue position extremity,
pro-life signal, and pro-life bias or pro-choice bias F(1, 244) = 0.166, p = .68; F(1, 244) =
0.608, p = .44. Additionally, no significant interaction was found between abortion issue
position extremity, pro-choice signal, and pro-life bias or pro-choice bias F(1, 244) =
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0.036, p = .85; F(1, 244) = 0.071, p = .79. Thus, RQ2b did have a significant interaction
between one’s abortion issue position extremity, condition, and pro-choice bias.
RQ 3: Intended Activism
To ensure frame did not independently influence intended activism a one-way
ANOVA was run (see Table 13). There were no significant differences across conditions
in relation to intended activism. When assessing intended activism by frame, condition
one (anti-abortion/pro-choice) had a mean of 2.03 (SD = 1.66), condition two (prolife/pro-choice) had a mean of 2.27 (SD = 1.52), condition three (pro-life/pro-abortion)
had a mean of 2.32 (SD = 1.86), and finally condition four (anti-abortion/pro-abortion)
had a mean of 2.57 (SD = 1.79).
Table 13 Means and Standard Deviations of Intended Activism by Frame
Condition
Anti-Abortion/ProChoice
Pro-Life/Pro-Choice
Pro-Life/ProAbortion
Anti-Abortion/ProAbortion

M

SD

N

2.03

1.66

58

2.27

1.52

67

2.32

1.86

63

2.57

1.79

56

Additionally, two separate one-way ANOVAs were run assessing pro-life and
pro-choice identity signals and its effect on intended activism (see Table 14). The ingroup
and outgroup signals had no significant effect on intended activism. The pro-life ingroup
signal conditions in relation to intended activism had a mean 2.30 (SD = 1.69), the prolife outgroup signal conditions (anti-abortion) in relation to intended activism had a mean
of 2.30 (SD = 1.74), the pro-choice ingroup signal conditions in relation to intended
activism had a mean of 2.16 (SD = 1.59), and finally the pro-choice outgroup conditions
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in relation to intended activism had a mean of 2.44 (SD = 1.82). Therefore, no significant
differences were found between conditions and intended activism.

Table 14 Means and Standard Deviations of Intended Activism by Social Issue Identity
Signal
Identity Signal

Condition

M

SD

N

Ingroup Pro-Life

2
3

2.30

1.69

130

Outgroup Pro-Life
(Anti-Abortion)

1
4

2.30

1.74

114

Ingroup Pro-Choice

1
2

2.16

1.59

125

Outgroup ProChoice (ProAbortion)

3
4

2.44

1.82

119

RQ3a asked if social issue identity interacted with frame and intended activism. A
model was built including all the variables together. Six separate ANCOVA’s were
analyzed using the independent variables of pro-life and pro-choice identity with the
dependent variable of intended activism. Two of the six ANCOVA’s used conditions
(frames) as the fixed factor. Two of the six ANCOVA’s used pro-life signal conditions as
the fixed factor and the last two of the six analyses used pro-choice signal conditions as
the fixed factor. No significant interactions were found between the independent and
dependent variables based on conditions or social issue identity signals. No significant
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relationship was found between one’s pro-life identity and intended activism based on
condition F(3, 244) = 0.385, p = .76. Further, one’s pro-life identity had no significant
relationship with intended activism based on the pro-life ingroup or outgroup signals
(pro-life signal) F(1, 244) = 0.082, p = .76. Finally, one’s pro-life identity had no
significant relationship with intended activism based on the ingroup and outgroup prochoice signal F(1, 244) = 0.069, p = .79. Additionally, no significant relationships were
found between one’s pro-choice identity and resulting intended activism based on
condition F(3, 244) = 0.489, p = .69. Further, no significant relationship was found
between one’s pro-choice identity and resulting intended activism based on the pro-life
ingroup or outgroup signal (1, 244) = 0.550, p = .46. Finally, no significant relationship
was found between one’s pro-choice identity and resulting intended activism based on the
pro-choice ingroup or outgroup signal F(1, 244) = 0.604, p = .44.
However, there was a significant univariate relationship between the social issue
identities of pro-life and pro-choice and intended activism. In the analyses with condition
as the fixed factor pro-life and pro-choice identification had a significant relationship
with intended activism F(1, 244) = 27.7, p < .001; F(1, 244) = 17.5, p < .001. In the
conditions with pro-life signal as the fixed factor, pro-life and pro-choice had a
significant relationship with intended activism F(1, 244) = 26.1, p < .001; F(1, 244) =
16.3, p < .001. Finally, in the conditions with pro-choice signal as the fixed factor pro-life
and pro-choice identity had a significant relationship with intended activism F(1, 244) =
16.8, p < .001; F(1, 244) = 16.9, p < .001. Thus, RQ3a had no significant interaction
between social issue identity, condition, and intended activism. However, there was a
significant relationship between social issue identity and intended activism.
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RQ3b asked if issue position extremity interacted with frame and intended
activism. No significant interaction occurred between abortion issue position extremity,
condition (frame), and intended activism F(3, 244) = 0.440, p = .72. Additionally, no
significant interaction occurred between abortion issue opinion extremity, pro-life signal,
and intended activism F(1, 244) = 0.306, p = .58 or abortion issue position extremity,
pro-choice signal, and intended activism F(1, 244) = 1.10, p = .29.
RQ 4: Moral Disgust
To ensure frame did not independently influence moral disgust a one-way
ANOVA was run (see Table 15). There were no significant differences across conditions
in relation to moral disgust. When assessing moral disgust by frame, condition one (antiabortion/pro-choice) had a mean of 3.84 (SD = 0.76), condition two (pro-life/pro-choice)
had a mean of 3.88 (SD = 0.82), condition three (pro-life/pro-abortion) had a mean of
3.73 (SD = 0.84), and finally condition four (anti-abortion/pro-abortion) had a mean of
3.75 (SD = 1.03).
Table 15 Means and Standard Deviations of Moral Disgust by Frame
Condition
Anti-Abortion/ProChoice
Pro-Life/Pro-Choice
Pro-Life/ProAbortion
Anti-Abortion/ProAbortion

M

SD

N

3.84

0.76

58

3.88

0.82

67

3.73

0.84

63

3.75

1.03

56

Additionally, two separate one-way ANOVA’s were run assessing pro-life and
pro-choice identity signals and its effect on moral disgust (see Table 16). The ingroup
and outgroup signals had no significant effect on moral disgust. The pro-life ingroup
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signal conditions in relation to moral disgust had a mean 3.81 (SD = 0.83), the pro-life
outgroup signal conditions (anti-abortion) in relation to intended activism had a mean of
3.80 (SD = 0.90), the pro-choice ingroup signal conditions in relation to moral disgust
had a mean of 3.87 (SD = 0.79), and finally the pro-choice outgroup conditions in relation
to moral disgust had a mean of 3.74 (SD = 0.93). Thus, frame exhibited no significant
effect on moral disgust.
Table 16 Means and Standard Deviations of Moral Disgust by Social Issue Identity
Signal
Identity Signal

Condition

M

SD

N

Ingroup Pro-Life

2
3

3.81

0.83

130

Outgroup Pro-Life
(Anti-Abortion)

1
4

3.80

0.90

114

Ingroup Pro-Choice

1
2

3.87

0.79

125

Outgroup ProChoice (ProAbortion)

3
4

3.74

0.93

119

RQ4a asked if abortion issue position extremity interacted with frame and moral
disgust. A model was built including all the variables together. Six separate ANCOVA’s
were analyzed using the independent variables of pro-life and pro-choice identity with the
dependent variable of moral disgust. Two of the six ANCOVA’s used conditions
(frames) as the fixed factor. Two of the six ANCOVA’s used pro-life signal as the fixed
factor and the last two of the six analyses used pro-choice signal as the fixed factor. No
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significant interactions were found between the independent and dependent variables
based on conditions or social issue identity signals.
Additionally, one’s pro-life identity had no significant relationship with moral
disgust based on condition F(3, 244) = 0.628, p = .60. Further, one’s pro-life identity had
no significant relationship with moral disgust based on pro-life ingroup or outgroup
signals F(1, 244) = 0.258, p = .61. Finally, one’s pro-life identity had no significant
relationship with moral disgust based on the pro-choice ingroup or outgroup signals F(1,
244) = 1.49, p = .22. Furthermore, one’s pro-choice identity had no significant
relationship with moral disgust based on condition F(3, 244) = 0.826, p = .48, nor did
one’s pro-choice identity have a significant relationship with moral disgust based on the
ingroup/outgroup pro-life or pro-choice signals F(1, 244) = 0.155, p = .69; F(1, 244) =
2.14, p = .14.
However, there was a significant univariate relationship between the social issue
identities of pro-life and pro-choice and moral disgust. In the analyses with condition as
the fixed factor, pro-life and pro-choice identification had a significant relationship with
moral disgust F(1, 244) = 5.24, p = .02; F(1, 244) = 4.91, p = .03. In the conditions with
pro-life signal as the fixed factor pro-life and pro-choice had a significant relationship
with moral disgust F(1, 244) = 5.06, p = .03; F(1, 244) = 4.39, p = .04. Finally, in the
conditions with pro-choice signal as the fixed factor pro-life and pro-choice identity had a
significant relationship with moral disgust F(1, 244) = 5.08, p = .03; F(1, 244) = 4.84, p =
.03. Thus, RQ4a resulted in no interaction between social issue identity, condition, and
moral disgust. However, social issue identity had a significant relationship with moral
disgust.
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RQ4b asked if abortion issue position extremity interacted with frame and moral
disgust. No significant interaction occurred between abortion issue position extremity,
condition, and moral disgust F(3, 244) = 1.10, p = .35. Additionally, no significant
interaction occurred between abortion issue opinion extremity, pro-life signal, and moral
disgust F(1, 244) = 0.317, p = .57 or abortion issue position extremity, pro-choice signal,
and moral disgust F(1, 244) = 0.288, p = .59. Therefore, RQ4b resulted in no interaction
between abortion opinion extremity and moral disgust.
Additional Analyses
Since this sample consisted of mostly males (74%), a set of ANOVA’s were run
to determine if any gender differences existed. Six ANOVA’s assessing the relationship
between gender and the resulting pro-life anger, pro-choice anger, pro-life bias, prochoice bias, intended activism, and moral disgust were analyzed. Gender played no
significant role in the results except for in the case of intended activism. Interestingly,
females were more likely to choose activities they would like to participate in to help
support their abortion social issue movement F(1, 291) = 4.68, p = .031. However, as
mentioned previously, no significant relationship was found between gender and pro-life
or pro-choice anger F(1, 291) = 2.45, p = .21; F(1, 291) = .24, p = .62. Further, no
significant relationship was found between gender and pro-life or pro-choice bias F(1,
291) = 1.92, p = .17; F(1, 291) = .32, p = .57. Additionally, no significant relationship
was found between gender and moral disgust F(1, 291) = .16, p = .69.
Another set of three ANOVA’s were run to assess gender differences in relation
to social issue identities and abortion issue position extremity. There was no significant
differences between pro-life identity and pro-choice identity strength based on gender
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F(1, 291) =.11, p = .75; F(1, 291) = .67, p = .41. However, females were more likely to
have an extreme “pro-choice” opinion i.e. “abortion should be allowed for any reason
throughout pregnancy” F(1, 291) = 4.4, p = .037. Meaning, the women who chose to
participate in this study tended to be more pro-choice in their actual opinions which may
have led to increased wishes to participate in activism even though these same women
were not more angry, biased, or even morally disgusted compared to their male
counterparts. Further, women may feel they have the “right” to participate in activism on
behalf of the abortion issue more so than men due to the issue largely being known as a
“women’s issue”.
Figure 2. Final Model Based on Results

Note. This model is based on the results from the analysis. Social Issue identity (pro-life and pro-choice) both interact with pro-choice
signal resulting in decreased pro-life bias. Issue position extremity interacts with the conditions and results in decreased pro-life anger
and pro-choice bias.
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CHAPTER IV – DISCUSSION
This study explored how the use of abortion rhetoric and framing within news
articles may influence anger, bias, intended activism, and moral disgust, and how social
identity can also play a role in these relationships. An experiment was used to manipulate
both incongruent abortion rhetoric frame—where the term pro-life was matched with proabortion and pro-choice was matched with anti-abortion—and congruent frames which
matched the terms pro-life and pro-choice, as well as anti-abortion and pro-abortion. A
post-test questionnaire assessed anger, bias, intended activism, and moral disgust within
participants. Overall, results indicated that the abortion rhetoric framing within a single
news article was not strong enough to have an effect that would outweigh previously held
social identity surrounding the abortion issue.
However, when abortion issue position extremity increased towards “abortion
should be allowed for any reason throughout pregnancy”, there was a significant
interaction between the various conditions, with pro-choice bias decreasing and pro-life
anger decreasing in the incongruent conditions. Meaning, those with a more “pro-choice”
opinion felt less anger towards the pro-life movement when exposed to conditions
signaling ingroup and outgroup status. Additionally, those with a more “pro-choice”
opinion felt less “like/love” towards pro-choice people when exposed to conditions that
signal ingroup and outgroup status. Based on these results, one could say pro-choice
people became less polarized when exposed to frames that signal ingroup and outgroup
status.
The results of the study had several other interesting findings. First, in the case of
social issue identity anger, social issue identity bias, intended activism, and moral disgust
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there was no significant interaction between one’s social issue identity in conjunction
with abortion rhetoric frames. However, when the conditions were coded for ingroup and
outgroup signaling, there was a significant relationship between social issue identity and
pro-life bias concerning pro-choice signaling conditions. Pro-choice signaling refers to
conditions that use the term “pro-choice” to signal ingroup identity and “pro-abortion” to
signal outgroup identity.
There was no significant correlational relationship between frames and social
issue identity anger, social issue identity bias, intended activism, and moral disgust.
However, there was a significant positive relationship between social issue identity and
social issue identity anger, social issue identity bias, intended activism, and moral
disgust. This relationship was especially strong for the polarization variables. Essentially,
as identification increased so did anger, bias, intended activism, and moral disgust.
Social Issue Identity and Framing
According to Social Identity Theory, the signaling of ingroup and outgroup
differences amongst those who identify strongly with the social identity of pro-life or
pro-choice, should have resulted in intergroup conflict with outcomes such as bias,
aggression, and activism (Brown, 2000; Hinkle et al., 1996; Struch & Schwartz, 1989;
Tajfel & Turner, 1979, 1986). However, an additional component of Social Identity
Theory states that if ones group membership no longer contributes positively to ones selfesteem they will either seek to compete or they will seek to disassociate from that group
identity (Brown, 2000; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Further, this study explored the concept
of moral disgust increasing based on the perception of moral violations elicited through
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the improper use of one’s social issue identity label and the moralized issue of abortion
(Clifford, 2019).
In this study, one social identity outweighed framing except for in the case of prolife bias when frames were grouped by ingroup and outgroup pro-choice signaling.
Whether participants identified as pro-life or pro-choice, both significantly felt less
“like/love” towards the pro-life movement when exposed to the pro-choice signaling
frames. Essentially, when pro-choice people were exposed to a frame signaling their
ingroup they felt less “like/love” towards the pro-life movement and when pro-life people
were exposed to a frame using the term “pro-choice” they also felt less “like/love”
towards the pro-life movement. This interaction may have occurred because Social
Identity Theory states social group members may compete with another social group
when group differences are signaled, as well as social group members may seek to
“leave” their social group if their group does not have a positive image.
A possible reason for framing generally failing to have an effect within this study
(except for in the case of pro-life bias based on pro-choice signaling) may be related to
Cultivation Theory. Cultivation Theory essentially states that the narratives or stories told
through mass media may become part of someone’s actual perception of the world
(Gerbner, 2011). In other words, the frames used by news and opinion outlets may have
already created perception of the world that polarized individuals and these individuals
continue looking for narratives that support their previously held beliefs. In relation to
this study, a single frame may not have any lasting effects in comparison to long-term
exposure of similar narratives.
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Thus, despite framing having little effect in this study it remains an area of
discussion. Framing within this study functioned as a ‘signal’ or a way to make ingroup
and outgroup differences more salient. The hope was for the ‘frames’ to remind
individuals of ingroup and outgroup competition based on their abortion issue identity. In
this study, we used a real article from the Huffington Post discussing a pro-life club on a
Catholic university campus in opposition to a student who identified as pro-choice and
wished to start a pro-choice club. However, because the sample was largely Catholic
(53.8 percent), the frame may have failed due to the overall story using Catholic students
and a Catholic campus as its subject. In summary, since the abortion issue arose from
Catholic opposition and continues to be framed against the Catholic church, our frame
may have failed to elicit differences in polarization because of larger identification with
Catholicism hence participants were potentially pre-polarized.
Several reasons are possible for the increased polarization and moral disgust seen
within this sample based on one’s social identity. The main reasoning for why this might
have happened involves the large participant sample of men and Catholics. According to
Pew Research, in 2014 about 21% of the American adult population identified as
Catholic. In this study, 53.8% of our sample identified as Catholic. Furthermore, of the
157 participants who identified as Catholic, 118 were men. Meaning, our overall sample
was 40.4% Catholic men. The Catholic church still morally opposes abortion and the
church’s opposition has been starkly highlighted across media outlets. This opposition
can be seen in cases such as the current President’s choice to support abortion despite
being Catholic and the recent appointment of Amy Coney Barrett, a pro-life Catholic, to
the Supreme Court. Essentially, Catholics may have stronger opinions compared to other
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religious affiliations on abortion because opinion and news outlets currently frame the
abortion debate in contrast to the Catholic church’s stance on abortion.
Polarization
Mason (2013) found that as partisan identification went up so did ingroup bias,
outgroup anger, and activism. This study used Mason’s definition of polarization, which
was broken into two separate forms of polarization: issue position polarization and
behavioral polarization. According to Mason (2013), behavioral polarization is increasing
due to identification with one’s political party and that issue position polarization remains
stable over time because this has to do with one’s position extremity (except for in the
case of abortion). In this study, the definition of behavioral polarization was used for
one’s abortion issue identity i.e., someone may have a ‘middle ground’ issue position on
abortion but may be strongly identified with the social issue identity of pro-life or prochoice. Thus, increased anger, bias, and activism may be tied to increased abortion issue
identity strength. However, the results from this study show that increased identification
increased all components of polarization regardless of the frame.
Interestingly, abortion issue position extremity did significantly interact with
frames resulting in decreased pro-life anger and decreased pro-choice bias. Abortion
issue position extremity ranged from “abortion should never be allowed” to “abortion
should be allowed for any reason throughout pregnancy”. Meaning, as someone became
more “pro-choice” in terms of their actual opinion they felt less anger towards the pro-life
movement in condition one and three which were both the incongruent frame conditions.
Condition three was the incongruent frame of pro-life/pro-abortion and was the most
significantly different. A possible reason for this interaction could be the negative
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perception of being called “pro-abortion” which may have caused highly polarized
people to feel less “positively” towards their group identity. Further, condition three was
also the significant condition for decreased pro-choice bias, meaning those with an
extreme abortion opinion in favor of pro-choice felt less “like/love” towards themselves
when exposed to the incongruent frame of pro-life/pro-abortion. Again, this may have
occurred because of want to disassociate from a negative group identity of “proabortion”.
Disgust and Moralization
As mentioned previously, moral disgust was positively correlated with both prolife and pro-choice identity. A possible reason for this relationship has to do with
abortion being a moralized issue (Clifford, 2019). Framing had no effect regardless of
condition, pro-life signaling, and pro-choice signaling. Similarly, to the reason frame had
little effect on the polarization variables, moral disgust could have been cultivated
through media narratives since the beginning of the abortion debate. See Condit (1990)
for a history of abortion rhetoric and see McCaffrey and Keys (2000) for examples of
competing abortion frames meant to vilify. Further, Clifford (2019) demonstrated that
emotional framing can moralize issues (even seemingly non-moral issues) and result in
polarization.
Behavioral Interaction Model
A supplementary model that may help explain the findings within this study is the
Behavioral Interaction Model. The Behavioral Interaction Model was developed to
oppose Social Identity Theory and offer new explanations for intra- and intergroup
relations. According to Rabbi, Schot, and Visser (1989), group identity is not the sole
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reason people favor their ingroup. Instead, who controls the outcomes plays a role in who
gets differential treatment. In Rabbi et al., study, they found that when a group believes
the outgroup controls the outcome (in this case the outgroup could maximize monetary
rewards for everyone involved) the ingroup will give their monetary resources to the
outgroup. The news article used within this study that served as our “frame” was about a
small group of pro-choice students establishing a pro-choice club on a Catholic campus
with an established pro-life club. An argument could be made that when pro-choice
people were exposed to this frame, they saw the Catholic campus as the outgroup and as
the entity which controlled whether the pro-choice students were able to maintain their
club. This may have resulting in less anger and bias on the part of pro-choice individuals
because they did not have the “power” within this frame. Future studies could explore
how frames function in relation to the Behavioral Interaction Model and how these
influences resulting polarization and/or other outcomes.
Gender Differences
As mentioned previously, most of our sample were males (74%) causing one to
wonder if gender differences would appear in the data. Within the analysis, gender
differences were only found when it came to intended activism and abortion issue
position extremity. In both cases, women were more likely to list forms of activism they
would like to participate in (intended activism) and were more likely to have a “prochoice” abortion opinion (i.e., “abortion should be allowed for any reason throughout
pregnancy”). Thus, an argument could be made that the women who participated within
this study had stronger opinions and therefore wanted to engage in activism.
Additionally, an argument could be made that women feel they have the “right” to
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engage in activism on behalf of the abortion issue whereas men may feel they do not have
this right, especially since there were no gender differences in anger, bias, or moral
disgust. The authors Schlozman et al., (1995) found that issues such as education and
abortion weigh especially heavy on women’s minds compared to men which may be
another reason women wanted to engage in activism on behalf of the abortion issue.
Another area of discussion worth exploring is the possible reason why men chose
to opt into this study while women were less represented in a study about a “women’s
issue”. Within the last few years, the abortion debate has begun to include men’s voices
on the abortion issue in greater frequency. For instance, in 2017 an Alabama man sued an
abortion clinic that provided an abortion to his girlfriend against his will (The Men Who
Feel Left out of US Abortion Debate , n.d.). Additionally, both President Trump and
Biden have been vocal in their opinions on the abortion debate. This may have caused
men to want to share their opinions on abortion more so than in the past.
Limitations and Future Research
There were several limitations within the current study. First, the sample—
although drawn from a national pool of participants, ended up being 74 percent men, and
almost 54 percent of the sample identified themselves as Catholic. As only roughly fifty
percent of the general population is men, this represents a vast oversampling of male
participants. Additionally, Catholics historically have strong opinions on abortion which
may have impacted the data (Cook et al., 1993). These sampling anomalies are likely
attributed to the method of sampling used in this study. Participants were recruited
through Mturk and were able to self-select into tasks that looked interesting to them. The
name of the study, “Media Frames and Abortion Issue Polarization,” along with a
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description explicitly saying we would ask participants about their abortion issue
opinions and party identification, was revealed before participants agreed to take part in
the study. Revealing the name and describing the information the study would ask may
have attracted pre-polarized or strongly opinionated individuals. To address this concern,
future research should use deception to attract a less biased sample.
Second, the study only addressed the short-term effects of framing, rather than
longer-term effects of media consumption. Framing theory only takes into account the
immediate reactions of audience members to the framing of a specific piece of media
content—in this case, a news story about the abortion issue. It is apparent through the
results demonstrated in this study that the framing of a single article did not do much to
change or alter the opinions and behaviors of participants. Future research should
consider more long-term processes and be able to explain the role of media in shaping
beliefs and polarization in the first place.
The third limitation has to do with both the number of analyses and the nature of
experimental studies. The number of analyses performed totaled 83 which is bound to
create some statistically significant results. Future studies should reassess the significant
interactions found within this study and replicate the findings presented here.
Additionally, since this study is an experiment, several limitations are associated with the
method. First, since this study was conducted online, there is no certainty that the
participants gave their undivided attention to the survey. Next, there is a tendency for
participants to “guess” the intentions of a study and respond with answers they feel the
researcher is looking for. Finally, there is also a tendency for participants to read media
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content and think more deeply than they normally would when reading the news or other
forms of content. This tendency could skew the results demonstrated in this study.
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CHAPTER V - CONCLUSION
Abortion remains one of the most-discussed social issues in the United States
today. In the summer of 2021, Texas passed legislation allowing anyone to sue any
individual who is involved in helping a woman get an abortion, whether it be the taxi
driver who drives the woman to the clinic or the doctor performing the abortion. This has
sparked new outrage surrounding the abortion debate which is especially concerning
considering that not even a year ago, abortion was hotly contested when the pro-choice
Ruth Bader Ginsburg died, and the pro-life Amy Coney Barrett took the Supreme Court
seat she left behind.
News outlets fuel the fire when it comes to the abortion debate by using
inflammatory rhetoric, such as when The Daily Wire uses the term “pro-abortion” to
describe pro-choice people and the effects of this rhetoric on individual attitudes is yet to
fully be explored. This study sought to establish a link between polarization and media
frames. Due to the sample being largely men and Catholic, the results of this study are
most likely skewed but a few significant trends did occur. This study demonstrated that
one’s social identity overpowered any interactions that may have occurred based on
frame. However, this study also demonstrated that abortion opinion extremity does
significantly interact with frames regarding pro-choice bias and pro-life anger. News and
opinion outlets should take these findings into consideration when reporting on the
abortion debate to limit anger and bias, which are both components of polarization.
In conclusion, this study demonstrates that on some level words do matter.
Especially when individuals have a strong opinion, it seems that ingroup and outgroup
signaling can influence the resulting anger and bias. Further, this study establishes that
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polarization on the abortion issue is highly correlated with one’s social identity and that
in general a single frame neither decreases nor increases polarization effectively. A study
looking at long-term media affects could illustrate how media content influences
polarization in greater depth, especially regarding a topic that has not had as much media
coverage as the abortion debate.
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APPENDIX A – CONSENT FORM
PROJECT INFORMATION
Project Title: Media Frames and Abortion Issue Polarization
Principal Investigator: Shianne A. Galuska
Phone: (832) 458-9924
Email: shianne.galuska@usm.edu
College: The University of Southern Mississippi
Department: School of Communication
RESEARCH DESCRIPTION
1.

Purpose: The purpose of this study is to assess the effects of media frames on

abortion opinions.
2.

Description of Study: This study will ask about demographic information

including race, age, sex, religious affiliation, and region of residence. Further, you will be
asked about your opinions on abortion and your political affiliation. You may choose to
not answer or leave the study at any time. You will not be penalized for nonparticipation.
3.

Benefits: This study will result in financial compensation.

4. Risks: The risks of this study are minimal. Some questions may cause discomfort. If at
any time you feel uncomfortable you may choose to not answer or leave the study.
5. Confidentiality: All responses to questionnaires and data from this study will be
anonymous. This means that neither your name, nor any other information that could
personally identify you, will relate to your questionnaire responses or any other study
data. At no point will your name or contact information be linked in any way to your
survey responses.
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6. Alternative Procedures:
Participation in the study is completely voluntary with no penalty posed for opting not to
participate. Individuals seeking extra course credit will be offered an alternative extra
course credit option.
7. Participant’s Assurance:
This project has been reviewed by the Institutional Review Board, which ensures that
research projects involving human subjects follow federal regulations.
Any questions or concerns about rights as a research participant should be directed to the
Chair of the IRB at 601-266-5997. Participation in this project is completely voluntary,
and participants may withdraw from this study at any time without penalty, prejudice, or
loss of benefits.
Any questions about the research should be directed to the Principal Investigator using
the contact information provided in Project Information Section above.
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH
Consent is hereby given to participate in this research project. All procedures and/or
investigations to be followed and their purpose, including any experimental procedures,
were explained to me. Information was given about all benefits, risks, inconveniences, or
discomforts that might be expected.
The opportunity to ask questions regarding the research and procedures was given.
Participation in the project is completely voluntary, and participants may withdraw at any
time without penalty, prejudice, or loss of benefits. Unless described above and agreed to
by the participant, all personal information is strictly confidential, and no names will be
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disclosed. Any new information that develops during the project will be provided if that
information may affect the willingness to continue participation in the project.
Questions concerning the research, at any time during or after the project, should be
directed to the Principal Investigator with the contact information provided above. This
project and this consent form have been reviewed by the Institutional Review Board,
which ensures that research projects involving human subjects follow federal regulations.
Any questions or concerns about rights as a research participant should be directed to the
Chair of the Institutional Review Board, The University of Southern Mississippi, 118
College Drive #5116, Hattiesburg, MS 39406-0001, 601-266-5997.
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH
By clicking the box below, consent is hereby given to participate in this research project.
All procedures and/or investigations to be followed and their purposes, including any
experimental procedures, were explained to me. Information was given about all
benefits, risks, inconveniences, or discomforts that might be expected.
Check "YES" if you consent to this study, and then click “Continue.” (Clicking
“Continue” will not allow you to advance to the study, unless you have checked the box
indicating your consent.)
If you do not wish to consent to this study, please close your browser window or click
"NO" at this time.
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APPENDIX B – IRB APPROVAL LETTER
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APPENDIX C – FULL SURVEY
Start of Block: Consent
Project Title: Media Frames and Abortion Issue Polarization
Principal Investigator: Shianne A. Galuska
Email: shianne.galuska@usm.edu

College: Arts and Sciences

School and Program:

School of Communication/Communication Studies
RESEARCH DESCRIPTION:
Purpose: The purpose of this study is to investigate the influence partisan media has on
individual feelings, such as anger, and perceptions of the abortion debate. This study will
also assess how media frames influence feelings of disgust regarding abortion. The study
is being performed to better understand how word choice/rhetoric may alter public
opinion, feelings, and perceptions surrounding the abortion debate. The results will be
used for a graduate thesis.
Description of Study: The study will be completely online, and will take about 30
minutes to complete. From start to finish it will take participants about 30 minutes,
which includes time to read the informed consent information. There will be about 250
people participating in this research. There are no restrictions on normal activities other
than the amount of time the person spends taking the survey. There will be no invasive
techniques.
Benefits: Participants will receive monetary compensation for their time.
Risks: A possible risk while taking this study is the feeling of discomfort regarding some
of the questions presented. Participants do not have to answer questions they feel
uncomfortable answering and may exit the survey at any point. The amount of distress
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will be no more than what is experienced during daily life i.e. through consuming news,
engaging in political conversations, or through using social media.
Confidentiality: There will be no identifying information collected about the participants.
Additionally, the participants will have no face to face contact with the researchers, and
researchers will not be able to contact or track the participants in any way. All data will
be stored on the researcher's computer which is password protected.
Alternative Procedures: The alternative procedure is to not participate, or to quit the
survey if necessary. Completion of the survey is not required.
Participants Assurance: This project has been reviewed by the Institutional Review
Board, which ensures that research projects involving human subjects follow federal
regulations.
Any questions or concerns about rights as a research participant should be directed to the
Chair of the IRB at 601-266-5997. Participation in this project is completely voluntary,
and participants may withdraw from this study at any time without penalty, prejudice, or
loss of benefits.
Any Questions about the research should be directed to the Principle Investigator using
the contact information provided in Project Information Section above.
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH:
Consent is hereby given to participate in this research project. All procedures and/or
investigations to be followed and their purpose, including any experimental procedures,
were explained to me. Information was given about all benefits, risks, inconveniences, or
discomforts that might be expected.
The opportunity to ask questions regarding the research and procedures was given.
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Participation in the project is completely voluntary, and participants may withdraw at any
time without penalty, prejudice, or loss of benefits. Unless described above and agreed to
by the participant, all personal information is strictly confidential, and no names will be
disclosed. Any new information that develops during the project will be provided if that
information may affect the willingness to continue participation in the project.
Questions concerning the research, at any time during or after the project, should be
directed to the Principal Investigator with the contact information provided above. This
project and this consent form have been reviewed by the Institutional Review Board,
which ensures that research projects involving human subjects follow federal regulations.
Any questions or concerns about rights as a research participant should be directed to the
Chair of the Institutional Review Board, The University of Southern Mississippi, 118
College Drive #5125, Hattiesburg, MS 39406-0001, 601-266-5997.
If at anytime you feel distress or discomfort while completing this study, please contact
the USM Student Counseling services, 103 Ray Guy Way, Hattiesburg, MS 39406, 601266-4829; After hours phone #601-606-4357.
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH
By clicking the box below, consent is hereby given to participate in this research project.
All procedures and/or investigations to be followed and their purposes, including any
experimental procedures, were explained to me. Information was given about all benefits,
risks, inconveniences, or discomforts that might be expected.
Check this box if you consent to this study, and then click “Continue.” (Clicking
“Continue” will not allow you to advance to the study, unless you have checked the box
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indicating your consent.) If you do not wish to consent to this study, please close your
browser window at this time.

o I Consent (1)
End of Block: Consent
Start of Block: Demographics
Age
________________________________________________________________
Gender

o Male (1)
o Female (2)
o Non-binary / third gender (3)
o Other (4) ________________________________________________
Race/Ethnicity

o White/Non-Hispanic (1)
o Black/African-American (2)
o Hispanic/Latinx (3)
o American Indian/Alaska Native (4)
o Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander (5)
o Asian (6)
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o Other (7) ________________________________________________
College Education

o No College Education (1)
o Some College Education/Associates (2)
o Bachelors Degree (3)
o Masters/Specialist (4)
o Doctorate Degree (5)
Religious Affiliation

o Christian/Evangelical (1)
o Christian/Catholic (2)
o Christian/Orthodox (3)
o Judaism (4)
o Islam (5)
o Sikhism (6)
o Buddhism (7)
o Atheism/Agnosticism (8)
o Folk/Pagan/Wicca (9)
o Other (10) ________________________________________________
o None (11)
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Region of Residence

End of Block: Demographics
Start of Block: Identity and Opinions
Select the option that most closely aligns with your partisan identity:

o Strong Democrat (1)
o Moderate Democrat (2)
o Non-Partisan/Independent (3)
o Moderate Republican (4)
o Strong Republican (5)
Select the option that most closely aligns with your ideological position:

o Extremely Liberal (1)
o Left Leaning (2)
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o Moderate (3)
o Right Leaning (4)
o Extremely Conservative (5)
Select the option that most closely aligns with your opinions on abortion:

o Abortion should never be allowed (1)
o Abortion should only be allowed in cases of incest/rape or a medical risk (2)
o I do not have an opinion on abortion or I am unsure what my opinion is (3)
o Abortion should be allowed for any reason within the first three months of pregnancy
(4)

o Abortion should be allowed for any reason throughout pregnancy (5)
On a scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely) indicate how much you agree with the
following statements.
Not at all

A little (2)

(1)
When
someone

o

A moderate

A lot (4)

amount (3)

o

o

criticizes the
pro-life
movement, it
feels like a
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Extremely
(5)

o

o

personal
insult. (1)
I'm very
interested in

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

what others
think about
the pro-life
movement.
(2)
When I talk
about the prolife
movement, I
usually say
"we" rather
than "they."
(3)
The pro-life
movements'
successes are
my successes.
(4)
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When
someone

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

praises the
pro-life
movement, it
feels like a
personal
compliment.
(5)
I act like a
pro-life
person to a
great extent.
(6)
If a story in
the media
criticized the
pro-life
movement, I
would feel
embarrassed.
(7)
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I do not act
like a typical

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

pro-life
person. (8)
I have a
number of
qualities
typical of
pro-life
people. (9)
The
limitations
associated
with pro-life
people apply
to me also.
(10)
On a scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely) indicate how much you agree with the
following statements.
Not at all
(1)

A little (2)

A moderate
amount (3)
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A lot (4)

Extremely
(5)

When
someone

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

criticizes the
pro-choice
movement, it
feels like a
personal
insult. (1)
I'm very
interested in
what others
think about
the prochoice
movement.
(2)
When I talk
about the prochoice
movement, I
usually say
"we" rather
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than "they."
(3)
The prochoice

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

movements'
successes are
my successes.
(4)
When
someone
praises the
pro-choice
movement, it
feels like a
personal
compliment.
(5)
I act like a
pro-choice
person to a
great extent.
(6)
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If a story in
the media

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

criticized the
pro-choice
movement, I
would feel
embarrassed.
(7)
I do not act
like a typical
pro-choice
person. (8)
I have a
number of
qualities
typical of
pro-choice
people. (9)
The
limitations
associated
with pro-
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choice people
apply to me
also. (10)
End of Block: Identity and Opinions
Start of Block: Condition One (anti-abortion/pro-choice)

Please read the following article carefully, you will be able to advance to the next page
after 1-minute.
Two years ago, when Megan King enrolled at Saint Mary’s College, a private Catholic
women’s liberal arts school in Indiana, she quickly noticed the college’s official antiabortion club. It was hard not to.
The student group Belles for Life, which stands against “abortion, infanticide, embryonic
stem cell research, and euthanasia,” had posters in the hallways promoting its events, and
handed out stickers for students to affix to their laptops. Online, the group recruited
volunteers for the annual March for Life rally in Washington, D.C.
“Walking around on campus, there was so much of one side being represented,” said
King, 20, who was raised Catholic in Joliet, Illinois.
She had thought college would be a place of self-discovery, where students could test out
ideas and challenge each other. But at St. Mary’s, she found, a woman’s right to an
abortion wasn’t open to intellectual debate. King, who is a neuroscience major and calls
herself pro-choice, wondered how many other students shared her views on abortion but
were afraid to say so.
This semester, King decided to act. She, along with a few friends, are now fighting to
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start an official pro-choice club on campus — the first in Saint Mary’s history.
The club is intended to represent students who have differing views from the majority
and don’t feel seen, King said. Its members include women who are no longer religious,
such as King, and those who are deeply committed to their faith, like her roommate
Isabella Dugas, 20, who identified as pro-choice as recently as this summer. “I don’t
necessarily like abortion, and I’m sure a lot of my friends who are pro-choice would
agree, but we do support women making choices for themselves,” Dugas said.
Their experience on campus is a microcosm of the friction within Catholic communities
on the issue of abortion. While the Catholic Church opposes abortion outright, the lived
experience of its adherents isn’t as black and white. The recent nomination of Amy
Coney Barrett, a devout Catholic, to the Supreme Court, has excited some within
Catholic communities, while also alienating others.
More than half of U.S. Catholics believe abortion should be legal in all or most cases, and
most oppose overturning Roe v. Wade, the landmark Supreme Court decision that
established the right to choose.
An in-depth study on American beliefs about abortion, released by the University of
Notre Dame in July, revealed a nuanced portrait of believers. Of the Catholics
interviewed, “Just shy of half indicate moral opposition; the remainder are split between
no moral opposition and ‘it depends,’" the study said. Slightly more identified as “prochoice” than “anti-abortion.”
Younger Catholics tend to see abortion as a complicated moral question that has been coopted by politics, said Jamie Manson, president of Catholics for Choice, which
emphasizes that church teachings leave room to support a liberal position on abortion.
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“Especially on Catholic campuses, there’s no safe space to talk about those moral
complexities,” she said. “That’s a shame because the Catholic tradition has some
sophisticated things to say about reason and choice and conscience.”
End of Block: Condition One (anti-abortion/pro-choice)
Start of Block: Condition Two (pro-life/pro-choice)
Please read the following article carefully, you will be able to advance to the next page
after 1-minute.
Two years ago, when Megan King enrolled at Saint Mary’s College, a private Catholic
women’s liberal arts school in Indiana, she quickly noticed the college’s official pro-life
club. It was hard not to.
The student group Belles for Life, which stands against “abortion, infanticide, embryonic
stem cell research, and euthanasia,” had posters in the hallways promoting its events, and
handed out stickers for students to affix to their laptops. Online, the group recruited
volunteers for the annual March for Life rally in Washington, D.C.
“Walking around on campus, there was so much of one side being represented,” said
King, 20, who was raised Catholic in Joliet, Illinois.
She had thought college would be a place of self-discovery, where students could test out
ideas and challenge each other. But at St. Mary’s, she found, a woman’s right to an
abortion wasn’t open to intellectual debate. King, who is a neuroscience major and calls
herself pro-choice, wondered how many other students shared her views on abortion but
were afraid to say so.
This semester, King decided to act. She, along with a few friends, are now fighting to
start an official pro-choice club on campus — the first in Saint Mary’s history.
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The club is intended to represent students who have differing views from the majority
and don’t feel seen, King said. Its members include women who are no longer religious,
such as King, and those who are deeply committed to their faith, like her roommate
Isabella Dugas, 20, who identified as pro-choice as recently as this summer. “I don’t
necessarily like abortion, and I’m sure a lot of my friends who are pro-choice would
agree, but we do support women making choices for themselves,” Dugas said.
Their experience on campus is a microcosm of the friction within Catholic communities
on the issue of abortion. While the Catholic Church opposes abortion outright, the lived
experience of its adherents isn’t as black and white. The recent nomination of Amy
Coney Barrett, a devout Catholic, to the Supreme Court, has excited some within
Catholic communities, while also alienating others.
More than half of U.S. Catholics believe abortion should be legal in all or most cases, and
most oppose overturning Roe v. Wade, the landmark Supreme Court decision that
established the right to choose. An in-depth study on American beliefs about abortion,
released by the University of Notre Dame in July, revealed a nuanced portrait of
believers. Of the Catholics interviewed, “Just shy of half indicate moral opposition; the
remainder are split between no moral opposition and ‘it depends,’” the study said.
Slightly more identified as “pro-choice” than “pro-life.”
Younger Catholics tend to see abortion as a complicated moral question that has been coopted by politics, said Jamie Manson, president of Catholics for Choice, which
emphasizes that church teachings leave room to support a liberal position on abortion.
“Especially on Catholic campuses, there’s no safe space to talk about those moral
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complexities,” she said. “That’s a shame because the Catholic tradition has some
sophisticated things to say about reason and choice and conscience.”
End of Block: Condition Two (pro-life/pro-choice)
Start of Block: Condition Three (pro-life/pro-abortion)
Please read the following article carefully, you will be able to advance to the next page
after 1-minute.
Two years ago, when Megan King enrolled at Saint Mary’s College, a private Catholic
women’s liberal arts school in Indiana, she quickly noticed the college’s official pro-life
club. It was hard not to.
The student group Belles for Life, which stands against “abortion, infanticide, embryonic
stem cell research, and euthanasia,” had posters in the hallways promoting its events, and
handed out stickers for students to affix to their laptops. Online, the group recruited
volunteers for the annual March for Life rally in Washington, D.C.
“Walking around on campus, there was so much of one side being represented,” said
King, 20, who was raised Catholic in Joliet, Illinois.
She had thought college would be a place of self-discovery, where students could test out
ideas and challenge each other. But at St. Mary’s, she found, a woman’s right to an
abortion wasn’t open to intellectual debate. King, who is a neuroscience major and calls
herself pro-abortion, wondered how many other students shared her views on abortion
but were afraid to say so.
This semester, King decided to act. She, along with a few friends, are now fighting to
start an official pro-abortion club on campus — the first in Saint Mary’s history.
The club is intended to represent students who have differing views from the majority
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and don’t feel seen, King said. Its members include women who are no longer religious,
such as King, and those who are deeply committed to their faith, like her roommate
Isabella Dugas, 20, who identified as pro-abortion as recently as this summer. “I don’t
necessarily like abortion, and I’m sure a lot of my friends who are pro-abortion would
agree, but we do support women making choices for themselves,” Dugas said.
Their experience on campus is a microcosm of the friction within Catholic communities
on the issue of abortion. While the Catholic Church opposes abortion outright, the lived
experience of its adherents isn’t as black and white. The recent nomination of Amy
Coney Barrett, a devout Catholic, to the Supreme Court, has excited some within
Catholic communities, while also alienating others.
More than half of U.S. Catholics believe abortion should be legal in all or most cases, and
most oppose overturning Roe v. Wade, the landmark Supreme Court decision that
established the right to choose.
An in-depth study on American beliefs about abortion, released by the University of
Notre Dame in July, revealed a nuanced portrait of believers. Of the Catholics
interviewed, “Just shy of half indicate moral opposition; the remainder are split between
no moral opposition and ‘it depends,’” the study said. Slightly more identified as “proabortion” than “pro-life.”
Younger Catholics tend to see abortion as a complicated moral question that has been coopted by politics, said Jamie Manson, president of Catholics for Choice, which
emphasizes that church teachings leave room to support a liberal position on abortion.
“Especially on Catholic campuses, there’s no safe space to talk about those moral

82

complexities,” she said. “That’s a shame because the Catholic tradition has some
sophisticated things to say about reason and choice and conscience.”
End of Block: Condition Three (pro-life/pro-abortion)
Start of Block: Condition Four (anti-abortion/pro-abortion)
Please read the following article carefully, you will be able to advance to the next page
after 1-minute.
Two years ago, when Megan King enrolled at Saint Mary’s College, a private Catholic
women’s liberal arts school in Indiana, she quickly noticed the college’s official antiabortion club. It was hard not to.
The student group Belles for Life, which stands against “abortion, infanticide, embryonic
stem cell research, and euthanasia,” had posters in the hallways promoting its events, and
handed out stickers for students to affix to their laptops. Online, the group recruited
volunteers for the annual March for Life rally in Washington, D.C.
“Walking around on campus, there was so much of one side being represented,” said
King, 20, who was raised Catholic in Joliet, Illinois.
She had thought college would be a place of self-discovery, where students could test out
ideas and challenge each other. But at St. Mary’s, she found, a woman’s right to an
abortion wasn’t open to intellectual debate. King, who is a neuroscience major and calls
herself pro-abortion, wondered how many other students shared her views on abortion
but were afraid to say so.
This semester, King decided to act. She, along with a few friends, are now fighting to
start an official pro-abortion club on campus — the first in Saint Mary’s history.
The club is intended to represent students who have differing views from the majority
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and don’t feel seen, King said. Its members include women who are no longer religious,
such as King, and those who are deeply committed to their faith, like her roommate
Isabella Dugas, 20, who identified as pro-abortion as recently as this summer. “I don’t
necessarily like abortion, and I’m sure a lot of my friends who are pro-abortion would
agree, but we do support women making choices for themselves,” Dugas said.
Their experience on campus is a microcosm of the friction within Catholic communities
on the issue of abortion. While the Catholic Church opposes abortion outright, the lived
experience of its adherents isn’t as black and white. The recent nomination of Amy
Coney Barrett, a devout Catholic, to the Supreme Court, has excited some within
Catholic communities, while also alienating others.
More than half of U.S. Catholics believe abortion should be legal in all or most cases, and
most oppose overturning Roe v. Wade, the landmark Supreme Court decision that
established the right to choose. An in-depth study on American beliefs about abortion,
released by the University of Notre Dame in July, revealed a nuanced portrait of
believers. Of the Catholics interviewed, “Just shy of half indicate moral opposition; the
remainder are split between no moral opposition and ‘it depends,’” the study said.
Slightly more identified as “pro-abortion” than “anti-abortion.”
Younger Catholics tend to see abortion as a complicated moral question that has been coopted by politics, said Jamie Manson, president of Catholics for Choice, which
emphasizes that church teachings leave room to support a liberal position on abortion.
“Especially on Catholic campuses, there’s no safe space to talk about those moral
complexities,” she said. “That’s a shame because the Catholic tradition has some
sophisticated things to say about reason and choice and conscience.”
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End of Block: Condition Four (anti-abortion/pro-abortion)
Start of Block: Condition Five (Control)
Please read the following article carefully, you will be able to advance to the next page
after 1-minute.
If Mondays bring you dread, listen up.
Multiple studies have shown that this particular weekday is associated with low moods
and morale. There are numerous psychological and physiological reasons for this
phenomenon, from loss of freedom and work stress to issues with transitional moments
and disruptions to the body’s natural rhythm.
Fortunately, there are ways to lessen the blow of the start of the workweek and ward off a
“case of the Mondays.” Below, mental health experts share their tips for making
Mondays less psychologically hard.
Prepare in advance
Take some time to prepare for Monday ― mentally, physically and logistically. it could
be as simple as going through the emails that trickled in over the weekend while you
weren’t checking your inbox.
“At some point, and I would recommend it be Sunday, look at your schedule for Monday
and get familiar with what you face. This lessens the dreaded unknowns,” said John
Mayer, a Chicago-based clinical psychologist.
“Take care of your biorhythms,” he added, referring to the body’s natural wake-and-sleep
schedule. “Don’t stay up late on Sunday playing video games or scrolling Twitter to all
hours and then expect to get up early on Monday. Sadly, Sunday’s sleep cycle should
copy your weekday sleep cycle. And chill your alcohol consumption on Sunday. Very
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few things make Monday morning worse physically than a hangover.”
Start the workday early
“Someone who struggles with transitioning from the weekend to Mondays can find it
helpful to get to work early,” said Sanam Hafeez, a neuropsychologist in New York.
She advised arriving at the office (or your designated work-from-home desk) a little
earlier than you do on other days, grabbing a cup of coffee, reading the news and maybe
having a social interaction with co-workers.
“This will help to ‘wake up’ the mind and quietly adjust to being in the work
environment,” Hafeez explained. “Once the workday starts and you’ve found focus,
begin with the easy tasks and gradually work up to the more difficult or challenging
ones.”
Give yourself something to look forward to
“To ease the difficulty of Mondays, it can be helpful to build our own personal joy by
creating something to look forward to on Monday,” said Becky Stuempfig, a licensed
marriage and family therapist based in Encinitas, California. “It can be small, simple
things such as a favorite breakfast or lunch, or perhaps Monday is ‘takeout night’ to
relieve the pressure of cooking a family dinner.”
Planning a special treat for yourself can give you some control over Monday ― whether
it’s a personal reward like bar trivia with friends or a favorite workout class, or a work
event like casual dress day or pizza day for everyone.
“Maybe you take an extra break on Monday,” Mayer said. “Schedule yourself lighter on
Monday if possible. Be creative and make it something to look forward to each Monday.”
Take control of Monday by preparing for the day, starting off on a good note, and
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scheduling a special treat.
Pay attention to your thoughts and feelings
As you wake up and go through the routine of Monday morning, pay extra attention to
the thoughts and feelings that arise.
“Even though thousands of them pass through our minds each day, focus on the first ones
that pop up,” Hafeez suggested. “Those usually predict the worst and absorb a ‘can’t do’
mentality.”
She noted that negative thoughts often have little or nothing to do with reality and facts,
so once you embrace the fact that they aren’t based on anything real, they can more easily
fade away with time.
“Lastly, try to obliterate negative feelings like ‘this won’t work,’ ‘this will make me look
stupid,’ or ‘I’m going to fail,’ and instead challenge it with a positive thought,” Hafeez
said. “For example, turn them into ‘this will work,’ ‘I can do this,’ ‘I am not stupid,’ and
‘it’s worked before, and it can work again.’ This way, a person has control over their
thoughts instead of giving them power.”
Set a cutoff time for social media
“I encourage people to limit their social media exposure on Sunday nights and Monday
mornings, as there tends to be a very negative attitude about Mondays that often sets the
tone for the day with people posting about how much they dread the day and how much
caffeine/alcohol they will ‘need’ to simply get through the day,” Stuempfig said. “That
kind of constant negativity, even if it is presented as humor, tends to be contagious and
can leave us feeling drained.”
Creating boundaries around your technology use in other ways can be helpful as well. If
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you tend to get overwhelmed by the volume of emails that accumulate on Mondays,
consider designating specific times during the day to go through your inbox or sort emails
into folders like “needs action” or “review later” to make the task simpler.
End of Block: Condition Five (Control)
Start of Block: Polarization
Do you feel a strong dislike/hate (1) or strong like/love (5) towards Republicans?

o strong dislike/hate (1)
o somewhat dislike (12)
o neutral (13)
o somewhat like (2)
o strong like/love (3)
Do you feel a strong dislike/hate (1) or strong like/love (5) towards Democrats?

o strong dislike/hate (1)
o somewhat dislike (2)
o neutral (3)
o somewhat like (4)
o strong like/love (5)
Do you feel a strong dislike/hate (1) or strong like/love (5) towards the pro-life
movement?
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o strong dislike/hate (1)
o somewhat dislike (2)
o neutral (3)
o somewhat like (4)
o strong like/love (5)
Do you feel a strong dislike/hate (1) or strong like/love (5) towards the pro-choice
movement?

o strong dislike/hate (1)
o somewhat dislike (2)
o neutral (3)
o somewhat like (4)
o strong like/love (5)
Over the last year, have you felt anger towards the pro-life social issue group?
1 (1)
No anger

o

2 (2)

o

3 (3)

o

4 (4)

o

5 (5)

o

A lot of
anger

Over the last year, have you felt anger towards the pro-choice social issue group?
1 (1)

2 (2)

3 (3)
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4 (4)

5 (5)

No anger

o

o

o

o

o

A lot of
anger

Please check which activities you would like to participate in over the next year?

▢
▢
▢

Influence the vote of others regarding pro-life/pro-choice policies? (1)
Attend a pro-life/pro-choice meeting or rally? (2)

Work for a party, candidate, or organization that supports your pro-life/pro-choice
views? (3)

▢

Display a button or sticker showing support for the pro-life/pro-choice
movement? (4)

▢

Donate money to an organization supporting the pro-life/pro-choice movement?

(5)

▢

Post on social media to show your support/opposition to the pro-life/pro-choice
movement? (6)

▢

Stop supporting a business that does not hold your pro-life/pro-choice opinions?

(7)

End of Block: Polarization

Start of Block: Disgust (Moral)
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On a scale of 1 (not disgusting at all) to 7 (extremely disgusting) please rate how
disgusting you find the following statements.
not

somewhat

disgusting
(2)

Neutral (4)

somewhat

disgusting

NOT

disgusting

(6)

disgusting

(5)

(3)
Forging
someone’s

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

signature on
a legal
document (1)
Intentionally
lying during
a business
transaction
(2)
Stealing from
a neighbor
(3)
A student
cheating to
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get good
grades (4)
Shoplifting a
candy bar

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

o

from a
convenience
store (5)
Deceiving a
friend (6)
Cutting to
the front of a
line to
purchase the
last few
tickets to a
show (7)
End of Block: Disgust (Moral)
Start of Block: End of survey
In order to get credit on Amazon Mechanical Turk, please enter the following code:
GO EAGLES
Thank you for participating in this study. If you have any questions regarding the content
of this survey, please contact Shianne Galuska @shianne.galuska@usm.edu
Click the arrow below to end the survey.
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End of Block: End of survey
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